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TO THE REV. W. H. THOMPSON, D.D., 


MASTER OF TRINITY COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE. 


My dear Master, 


A vivid remembrance of you arises in my thoughts whenever I 
am called upon to occupy myself with Plato; and now that I am 
once more editing the Philebus, I cannot but revert to the time 
when I derived so much help and encouragement from you in 
the execution of my earlier task. What then is more natural 
than that I should wish to see your name appearing in the pre- 
sent work, which is not merely a new edition, but an attempt 
to redeem a hasty and crude performance by something which I 
shall be content to leave behind me? There are many reasons 
why I desire to make this'record of our friendship; one is the 
intrinsic worth of the friendship itself as it affects me. During 
the two and twenty years which have passed since the First 
Edition, your good will has never flagged. First you spared no pains 
to enable me to remain in England; and afterwards when some 
devtegog wAovg became expedient, it was through your good opin- 
ion and the weight of your authority, at least as much as through 
any other cause, that I found my way to a haven not altogether 
undesirable. You also were one of the few who understood that 
among the trials of banishment not the least is the fear of being 
utterly forgotten; so while many good friends, and some very 
eminent scholars, have scarcely ever found sufficient leisure to 
prove that fear to be groundless, your letters have sustained my 
hopes. One other English Scholar, of whose friendship we are 
both proud, was not less considerate; and now I must record my 
great affection for him in a Book which he will not read. Never 
did any one so generously interpret the obligations of his high 
place to the prejudice of his own ease and comfort, and in favour 
of all who claimed his help, as the late Lord Lyttelton. He was, 
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as you well know, a man of infinite modesty; and of the ge~ 
nuineness of that modesty none could doubt, who saw how per- 
fectly free he was from any sickly fear of publicity. He took 
his place in the world with frank boldness, and did his work in 
it according to his sense of right. As an excellent scholar, and 
as a champion of scholarship, he did good service to a cause not 
overburdened with defenders; but while he was glad to seek re- 
fuge from sadder thoughts in Classical studies, he never hid 
himself in them to escape from any troubles or labours which 
could make him useful to mankind. There is yet another common 
friend of ours, who needs my praise as little as the other, and who 
is equally removed from all human comments; but this is pro- 
bably the last time I shall ever publish anything, and I will not 
lose my only chance of glorying in his friendship. Frederick 
Denison Maurice was, as he informed me many years ago, an 
enthusiastic admirer of Plato’s Philebus. He saw more deeply 
into it, and indeed into all Philosophy, by reason of that devout 
humility which made him so accurate an observer of many things 
which a man who is thinking half of his author and half of 
himself is sure to overlook. Where other men perplexed them- 
selves with their own ingenuity and love of systems, his teach- 
able sympathy with all that he studied led him into truths which 
they had neglected as unmeaning. But it is not for me to ce- 
lebrate that great Heart and Mind. I merely claim him as one 
of those friends for whom my affection revived with peculiar vi- 
vidness while I was busied with the preparations for this Book. 

As for the Book itself, you will perhaps have leisure to decide, 
whether on the whole it contains many improvements on its pre- 
decessor: but having once addressed myself to you, I am loth to 
let you go, without taking some note of certain Platonic lucu- 
brations, the fruit of the past year. They are verbal criticisms; 
but verbal criticisms which make an author more legible, seem to 
me no barren exercise. Nor will you think so, who have never 
had any lot or part with the supercilious and ignorant dogmatisers 
who have brought scholarship to so low an ebb in England. You 
will be glad to find any text made a little more worthy of its 
author, than the Greculi have made it; and will rejoice for the 
sake of those who are to come after us, if they are not scared 
away from important works by the almost hopeless state in which 
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they have been left. This is why I have again taken up the 
same inquiry into the later books of the Laws, which I com- 
menced in a certain Epistola. My belief is now stronger than 
ever, that three fourths of the bad grammar, obscurity and non- 
sence which we find in good authors is due to nothing more than 
interpolations, whether purposely inserted or accidentally derived 
from the Margin. Not that the other part of criticism which 
detects the right word lurking under the wrong has done all its 
work; very far from it. Take the following example from the 
Sophist, p. 218, a. “dow toivuy, w géve, ovr xot xoPameg eine 
Zwoxgaryg mace xeyxgucuévos oer; if you will read Heindorf’s note, 
you will see that second thoughts are not always wiser. One 
easily confounded letter has caused all this trouble. Theaetetus 
says: Joe toivur, wo £, oUr@e—Or take this in the Politicus, 
286, p; where for Zpamev deiv weuvynoGa, it is self-evident that 
you want gp. 0. weusoicGo1.—In the Laws, 904, p where we now 
read dtapégovra xual weréBole témov ayov Ghov wetaxomsc Psion, 
common sense bids us read, 0. x. weréhaBe tomov, ayiov oddv meta- 
rowmoteion, leaving out what follows. I do not know whether 
you have seen a striking proof of the audacity of interpolators, 
which I adduced from the Phedo. It is in the passage !) beginning 
Gd 63 dedids av, 10 Asydusvov, tv Gavrod cxidv, where the very 
opposite precept is put into Socrates’ mouth in place of that which 
Plato had assigned to him; and all for what? Because the two 
forms éa¢ dv and Zong av were disputing for admission, some one 
inserted both, but one with a change of accent and breathing, 
and then another came and changed yoigew eng av to am’ exei- 
yns SounPévta, into yaigew 2ong av nal odx aroxgivato, Fos av 
ta an éxelyng Ogundévte oxéporo. And on this rubbish Wytten- 
bach comments as on a sound logical precept. Another such 
forgery occurs in Euthydemus 305, c, p. Here év d2 roig ?ioug Ad- 
yots and so forth down to xodovecGar, ought to be removed back 
so as to precede wate maga mao. But because it was inserted 
out of its place, in order to give it some air of continuity, the 
scribe built for it this beautiful bridge: efvar wiv yao tH dln Sele 
spas sopwtdrovg: which Cobet, little dreaming whose work he 
was correcting, altered into opet¢ Gopwrerot. In the same dialogue 
287, B, c, we have these glaring interpolations: [@ 1d meatov 
1) P. 101, pv. 
a* 
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slxouev viv avoptpvyoxe wall [g Aéyerg]—l[2meb einé ..... 
Asyots.] 

But I must now enter upon the Laws. Shall 1 follow Pindar’s 
precept of xedcwzov tylavyés? or that given in Troilus and Cres- 
sida, which I will quote, ut obiter emendem? 

1) Let us like merchants shew our fouler wares 

And think perchance they'll sell: if not, the lustre 

O’th’ better yet to shew will shew the better 

By shewing the worse first. 
I will not presume to say that the following correction is better 
or worse than the general run, but the passage is at all events 
a strikingly corrupt one, and so an emendation of it, if tenable, 
deserves a special place. 

In the twelfth Book p. 960, c, p, of Stephens we find the follow- 
ing passage, which looks at first impenetrable; but by and by 
we discern a kind of bush-track, and at last, if I am not altogether 
mistaken, with a very little thought and very sober dealing with 
difficulties, we are able to restore an old highway in all its com- 
pleteness. 

A®. *Q Khewia, woldd tadv ZungocSev nalag Buvytot, cyedov d3 
Ody NuLOTA TA TOY WoIQdY TE0GOjmata. 

KA. Toia 8; 

AQ, To Aayecw piv oy mowtnv siver, Kida d3 ryv deurigay, 
thy “Atgonoy 62 toityy, salrergay tov AsyPévtwv, cmernacuéva ti 
tov xhooSévtay ta tials Ty dmerdietgopov drceoyatousvaav Ovve- 
pu: @ 59) Hob OAEL Heeb wodutete. Ost mt) povoy bylevey OL Owtnolav 
toig Gapacr magacnxevetev, adda nal edvouiar év taig wuyaic, wah 
hov 0: serngiay TOY vou. riwiv O Fr wor beduie Ooxei tovr 
edsinov lie vo wous sive, mOS 10n THY ausractgopor adtoic éyytyve- 
odo xard prow Sivau. 

I will not trouble you with the attempts already made: they 
are one and all random guesses, only half serious, rather indica- 
tions of an obstacle than attempts to remove it. We see thus 
much; that as the destiny Atropos preserves the work of her 
sisters, ta xdooSévra, so he wishes that his and his friends’ work, 
Te dey Sévee, should be made duetastgoya. Now Atropos cannot 
be oorerga tov AeySévrov; it is therefore safe, at least provisionally 
so, to write tiv “Argonov d teltny GwtEQay. tov 4EAEYSivtav— 


1) Act 1. Se. 3. 
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The allusion to the well known 10 tefcoy to Geter is obvious, 
and justifies us in placing ootesgcy thus by itself. Then we come 
to dnexccuéva th tdv xhaotévtwv—, and the question is; who 
or what is made like to what? But that question is soon answered. 
The preservation of their statutes is to be made like to the pre- 
servation of the fatal thread. But as dmegydec@ar must be the 
act of the old men, and as in these Books we find five or six 
instances of wea being confounded with the participial ending, 
wevos wevy &e., it is worth while to try émeoyotoueta, and there- 
fore to adapt dzenacuévor to it. The moment this is done the 
rest of the sentence corrects itself. tav 08 AeyPévtmv, amenacué- 
vor ti TOV nlMoPévtav Gwatelo AI, ty custacteopoy amegyatad- 
ueta dvveuw. The remainder is likewise faulty; but in the first 
place a little thought will soon shew us Aow this sentence is to 
be connected with the foregoing, and a little more will suffice 
to clear away what is at once an impropriety and a tautology. 
21 On nab mohitarg not wodition Osi un wdvov vyleav x. Tt. é. 
A shorter but equally corrupt passage is in the tenth Book, 
p. 905, c. ytyvaoxev O& adtyv, @ mavtav avdgeotate, mag ov 
Osiv doxeis; Yv tg wn yeyvaanoy ovd av tumov Wor woté, ovdé do- 
you EvuBadhecGor meet Biov dvvatdg av yévoito elo evdatmoviav te 
nat Svodaiuova rvynv. This adryy refers to tiv ouvtéleav. “What 
you call the neglect of the Gods, you so call, because you do 
not understand that all which they do contributes to a great 
whole.” We may therefore translate cuvrélese by jotal action. 
This then the youth is told that he must know. But it is pre- 
cisely what he cannot know, and, not knowing, ought to distrust 
his own judgment concerning the prosperity of the wicked. 
Eusebius in quoting this passage has még ovdiv, the MS 2 has 
as a correction in the Margin xdoov dsiv, and although this rests 
on MS authority, and is confirmed by the corrupt reading in 
Eusebius, and yields the only admissible sense, the Editors have 
passed it over. Again though we may use évdgeiog ironically of 
an unabashed man, this is not the language of monitors to a 
youth of infidel tendencies; and here, where they are reminding 
him of his weakness and incapacity, the word is altogether un- 
suitable. I have no hesitation in reading; yyvaoxew 8 adtyy, 
0) mavtov dyoeotate, wocou deiv Joxsig; You will observe that 
the mere substitution of 4 makes the whole difference of the 
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reading.—I have before me the larger Zurich Edition; what may 
have since happened to the text of the Laws I know not; but 
I can scarcely conceive that such obvious blunders as the follow- 
ing can have been left as they were by any subsequent Editor. 
878, B. Teavudrav ovv evectdtav doy_ yevoudvav for t. ovv tv 
ictw tav 6. y. Thus also in 829, a we read tadrov dy todr0 
Yor nat moder Vaagyerv, yevoudvy wiv dyadh Bios slonvinds 
x.t. & in place of for nat woken vacdoyer y. uw. é. %. t. & and in 
837, c, doav O8 uadhoy 7 éodv tH puyy, Jedvtm@sg tho uyns ém- 
teduunnas x. t. &., for 7 doar, tH puyy 62 Gvtms t. W. & 886, c, 
dxolovdav for dxohovddy, and mPavad for dmPdvo. 898, B, weQL- 
me pvxéves (an absurd repetition of x) for mepuxévar, 899, a, ad- 
tov 51) &uewvoy for ae ovv d7 cmevov, omitting yeeav. 903, 5, 
petaoynuativov ta mavta, oiov é mugdg Vowe Euwuyov!, wat wr] 
Evurohle 2 Evoc—for VOwe, Zupvye not wn, Evpwodda 2E Evos. 
and lastly, in 904, B, doov dyaGov puyis, dvevondn—for Soov av 
ayadov poyn SivonFy. But I will pass to other places, where 
the correction is not so self-evident. In 829, p, for tovto &nxo- 
diddvrwv, the sense requires ovror 0 &nxodidovtmy, and in x, for 
t@ ddy@, tO Ady. In 882, c, we find: to d& tHg viv molitsiag, 
jv vowoPerovusvor léyousv, exnépevyev aupotega. There will be no 
more harshness or obscurity, if we read qv vonoerotmer, o@ Aé- 
yousy ennépevyev gupoteon. In 888, a, for cvoracig which is 
quite foreign to the purpose, for even if you interpret it accord- 
ing to moocictaueda in the Philebus, it would amount to cup- 
mdoxy, so that we should have, év Guumdoxaic cuunion?, read ovv- 
racig, contentio. 834, a, tokorg not wédtatg wal axovtiog. This 
would do very well if the peltasts threw their targets at the 
enemy. Till this is shewn to be the case, I should vastly prefer 
wat madtoic. There is a strange order of words a few lines further: 
tO O& peta tavta innav On megl &ya@vos yiyvorto Een av vomods- 
tovueve. The first 4H is nothing but AN in its right place, 
and av vouoPerovmeva is a corruption from @ vozoderoduey. 836, c, 
I have no doubt that the nearest approach to the true reading 
now possible, is mgdg 08 tovt0, O Oia mavtog..... tovte@ év 
tovtorg tig ovy Guokoyei; todto is the aim, tovr@ the advocate 
of purer manners, tovtoig are the measures he recommends. 
839, a, For Ayjwerot yovimov x. t. &, a new light breaks in upon 
us, if me read yovivov 0 a&mexouévovg dgoveas . mcong. Thus 
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we have the opposition between the absolutely sterile, and that 
which though fertile in itself, we do not mean to use as such. 
841, c, For meguoBov read mogwhoBov, and for ta viv Aégyouer’ 
éotly edyai, read taviv Aéyousv: ef 0 éoriv edyai x. t. é. The inter- 
polations which spoil the next sentence were probably only meant 
for the margin. You will see that I mean moddaxdv and cogé- 
vev. Who can suppose that Plato would speak of their onéo- 
pare? 844, v, I am altogether for the other reading, ma.diav 
Atovuciada, and in place of Fe yagitog ary, I have no scruple 
in writing 7 Sg éyagicato atry. The copyist wrote eyaya and 
forgot to put his dots under the first ye. Then came another, 
and made this absurd correction. adid Atovvords is a very 
suitable expression for all the fruit obtained by grafting. 846, v, 
For deousvov enirndeverv, read Seyopevog enitydevary. 864, A, 
YoecGar tovtwv should be éxecGor tovt@. 898, 3, The displace- 
ment of two words has caused a woeful confusion in an other- 
wise simple passage. I will merely indicate it. [und év Evi] ge- 
ooudn ..... und’ év (svi) teve doy xivyoic—. But I must break 
off from this desultory work, which is fatiguing to any reader 
who shall be good enough to verify my references, and keep on 
steadily through one Book; and as the Seventh is that on which 
I have been very recently engaged, I will ask of you to accompany 
me through it. 

798, a; nat ov wor dew aveynoodh weroBaddew avdic—The 
sentence, having up to this point turned upon c#uata as the 
subject, is now varied, and we look for ‘an individual to whom 
to refer avayxacd7, suvtagoyPeig and é&oloBav. But he is not 
far off. For atSie let us read av tg, and there he is. In c we 
have zaidwv where it is certain that the author meant us to 
understand avde@v. When these children who have made in- 
novations in their games and amusements grow up to be men, 
they are different from former—children! Who can be expected 
to treat copyists with any respect, after such a taste of their 
quality? In p the same mala sedulitas has bestowed on us the 
word petoBoddousve which is out of its place, and the sense of 
which is expressed by ga ..... macyet to torovtoy which is 
in its place. In x, the faulty redundancy in obdapas ows mos 
may be accounted for, if we suppose that ovd AAAQC was 
copied twice and subsequently changed by a would-be corrector. 


VIII LETTER TO THOMPSON. 


799, =, In speaking of vdmor he says, of moAorot tore wegh xt- 
Dogadiav ott mas, og Zorxsv, vopacev. By reading TOYTC in 
place of TOTE we make the sentence clear and get rid of a 
then which points nowhere. “The ancients were not ignorant of 
the connexion between vdmor and @dal,” says he; xe® tnvov dé 
oldv nov tug 7] nai Uma [éyenyoeas] avsigwke wavtevdusvos adro. 
If he only dreamed it, he would have no right to pavrevecdar; 
but I presume he dreamed it xa8 tavov Detov. 800, B. I see 
here as elsewhere the utmost confusion between 6: and 67, but it 
would be rather dull sport to fly the falcons of criticism upon. 
such exiguous game. c. For geivev, I should much prefer popév 
in a parenthesis, though I am aware that he has already used 
it. pv. A slight transposition will give the dijueta and the évd- 
wot their fair share in a necessary epithet. I read dguovtetg yow- 
decrararg. x. I hope you will consent to the removal of yogovs. 
The gibe is all the more bitter when he substitutes these funeral 
singing men for the Tragic Chorus. I note ef. . %v todro . . 
neioSe as a confirmation of Elmsley’s of68 we wérevéar. 

801, a. Instead of uydiv éxavegwta, which would mean, “am 
I to ask no question”? I propose pydé “An ne rogare quidem 
oportet”? We may surely venture to restore dé to the margin 
where it must have -stood as a help to beginners. c. He says that 
TO tov womntayv yévoc is ov wavu ixevoy in judging what men 
should or should not pray for: and that they might put into our 
mouths prayers for wealth, though we have already decreed that we 
shall have no gold or silver statue of Plutus in our City. What 
will be the result? They will make us contradict ourselves in our 
prayers. This is logical; but not so, that they will make us pray 
edycs obn deGdc, for they may be right, and we wrong. There- 
fore away with the insertion, which while it is not to the pur- 
pose of the argument, is a sore let and hindrance to the syntax. 
p. He has never appointed any vomoérag for the purpose men- 
tioned, but certain &Moféres, of whom he treats in 764, p &c. 

802, B. For éxavegduevov I venture to suggest éxavog(Sacews 
de)ouevov. c. The direction, vopotérov Bovinue, cannot begin 
with zaéoe 5 No wonder then that 4 and 2 omit the con- 
junction. The ye is also to no purpose. Ought we not to read, 
mace taxty 4 taéw AoPotow a. M. dtare:By? This would refer to 
the originally proper compositions, and those that had been made 
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so by adaptation. v. Sense and Grammar call for the change of 
Enatégas into Exarége. x, The passage about suiting the com- 
positions to the sexes looks very hopeless at first; but the ob- 
servation of a frequent source of mistake in these books, the con- 
fusion between the participial endings and peGa will at once set 
us on the right track. fore d& dupotégorg piv aupdteoa avayxy 
xareyoueve. arodidévat, is nothing more than émel dé duporégors wiv 
cuporega aveyxn nateysusGa dnodidover. When this is replaced, 
and Ast’s supplement introduced, we need only wiite tovrm for 
tovr@, and the passage is as simple as any in Plato. 

803, a. Having settled the general characters of both kinds of 
songs, he goes into the details of education. But here we are 
left suddenly in such darkness as this: tive toowoy yor xal oiotice 
“el mote modtrew Exacta attav. What are acre, and of what 
attay are they the particulars? As to oldtic: and modrrev they 
help out each other; for the dative gives us a palpable hint to 
change meatrev into mgocentev, and the succeeding sentence 
about rednor and toomdeia, and indeed the whole scope of what 
follows down to the end of this page of Stephanus, shew that 
our business is to ascertain tive tedmov yo7 xal ofcrior xal OmoteE 
moogarte Exncrov avrayv, i.e. tov dogévey tE xal Oyledy. a, B. 
obov by tug veumnyds tay rig vaumyylas deyyy nateBodlduevos te 
toomdsia Ucoyodpetar THY mAoLov Gyywata, tavrov On wor xaya pat- 
vowat éuavt@ Seay ta tev Biav meedusvos cyyuata dracrysacat 
HOTH tedTOVE TOS TAY WuydY, dvtwS aUTdY ta TeomEia xataPad- 
hecdor, mole wnyavi nad rior mort rodmorg Evvdvtes tov Blov. dorota 
did tov mod tovrov tis Lewis SvexomsoPnoduesa, todco oxdmELv do- 
S0¢. In this passage it is a matter of controversy whether tg0- 
mdeia is governed by xaraPaddduevog or by Umoyedperct, and the 
rest of the construction will depend on this. But as Ast’s appo- 
sitio, that is, that tay tig vavnnyias doyyny is a sort of anticipat- 
ing description of tgomdeia, is in itself unlikely, for then the 
words might just as well be away; and seeing that, if xaraBaA- 
Aowevog governs toomdeix, and vnoyeaperar governs tov mholwv 
cyjuete, we have this result; that a man is sketching the ship’s 
hull at the same time that he is laying down its timbers, which 
is at least a day too late, and lastly since the play on words re- 
quires that the stress of the antithesis should fall on toomdeta 
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dmoyoaperar —= Biwov cynuata nord tedmwoVE TOUS TAY puyay die- 
atycacda, I leave oyjuora to find a regimen where it can, only 
not in this text, to which it is a stranger, and I conclude that, 
just as the interpolator borrowed the word oyjuare from the 
following clause, so when he inserted dvtws airav ta teomdeia 
natoBadkecGa, he helped himself from what preceded. Who needs 
such an explanation of a play upon words? and is not tadrov 
#. 9. & dodv enough? Then again what have we to do with any 
unyovn? I think it certain that zofe unyav? was added, because 
some one did not see the purport of xal in xa tics mori tedxorc. 
Of course wor ought to be expelled, and as for tov Piov it looks 
very like a wish to bring back the tav Biwy which we had be- 
fore—The next sentence but one émedy 62 gvtavda éouev, ef mas 
Otc: we0G?XOVTOS tLVOG av meatromMEV, tows AV Yuiv GUumEToOY ay 
ein is not very clear, nor will the Grecitas of dia 2go06rjxovtos 
tivdg commend itself to you. But JIA is the paleographical twin 
of APA, and i mag aoa moocyxovtms avtd meatrotmev seems all 
that is required. pv. “We are the playthings of the Gods, and 
our best earnest, such as it is, consists in acting as such, and 
rejoicing before them. People now-a-days say that War is the 
serious part of life, and Peace the playful part; thus they make 
the serious to be for the sake of the playful.” +o 0’ mv gv zo- 
éwo wiv dow ovr ovv mudia nepunria ovr av wawdela moti quiv 
aéoloyos, ovte oven ots EGouévy. to On payev quiv ye sivon 
Gmovdoudtarov, dei Ox) tov xat’ eleyvyy Biov Exactoy misiotoy te xai 
dororoy diskeAPeiv. tig obv d99orns maifovta éori diaBioréov, tivas 
dn) maids Pvovta xal gdovea nal doyovuevov. to 0. 7v dea means 
more than Cornarius understood by it. I should render it: “Whereas 
we have found that in war &c.” The stop should be removed 
from écowévy, and we must read, 6 0% pauev ajpiv y' eivar cmou- 
Saioratoy. “War has no sport nor education worth mentioning, 
and to have that was just what we affirm to be most serious.” 
But if you insist upon preferring @ .. . Gxovdctotatw, non re- 
pugnabo. The rest I read thus: tig OLN ‘H dgdorns; sivas 7] 
moudtag maifovta eott OueBiotéov; Bvovr« x. t. é It is incredible 
that any one should have attempted to correct this passage, and 
that others should have adopted his correction, and yet all have 
consented to leave such an absurdity as wading Ovovta in the 
text. 
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804, B. me0g tov Bedv amidav xat maPcv—Was it once et- 
xOta caddy? yp, Perhaps you will approve of ody dv mév dv 6 
warng Bovdyto [porrdvta] ov & av wy édvrag [rag modelos]. 
D&E. ta atra O& dx xat wet Oyhedy 6 wiv gudg vouog av él- 
Tor mevta, Sou wEQ xal megi tov degévov, Ion xal tag Pydeiag 
donsiv dsiv. nat ovdév poBnPels elmo’ av todrov tov Adyov ovtE 
inminns ore yuuvactinys, ws avdoacr wey moémov av ein, yuvatkl 
0? ovx dv meéwov. Never was a passage more miserably inter- 
polated than this. First his law speaks, and then 4e speaks; his 
law would say the same about women as about men, that women 
ought lo be trained and drilled as much. Any one who knows 
what ice xai is, will welcome the conjecture, which joins low xat 
with ovdiv poByGelg1), and so gets rid of this repetition about 
women; and as the law is still the subject, the spurious éizom 
av absconds from before it. 

805, B. é& tev adtav tehav xat movwv. This is untrue; for the 
women add their labour to that of the men. Read mogwv. c. év 
tovrors. Perhaps zy tovrw y’; in the meanwhile, till he has found 
some better reasons. 

806, a. As deyovs wiv tohaciag is opposed to Pegameiag O2, and 
not to aoxytixov tive Biov, for dé tive we should read dy te. 
Then follows a passage which must be given in its whole state. 
tay d& sig tov modeuoy My xOLYMVvoUGas, Wor od et tig mote dta- 
wayeoPoar megh wokews te xat waldov avayxala tiyn ylyvowto, oUt av 
tokwy, ws tives ‘Auatoves, ovr addyg xolvavijcai mote Bolis ware: 
véyyng Ouvvewever, od? donida nai dou AoBotoou piwnoacdat tiv 
Sedv, og wogPoupevys adtaig tig mateidos yevvaiws avtoracas po- 
Bov ye, ef undéy weifov, modeploics dvvac9ar wagacyzeiv dv taker tiv) 
natopteicas; avoopatidacg dt ov)’ av to wagunav toluyoeay p- 
uycooFar tottov tov tedmav OieBiodcot, maga yvvaixag O2 adtag 
avdges av ai éxeivav yuvaixes paveiev. I need not point out the 
impossibilities of- this passage, nor refute their champions. One 
specimen of their logic will suffice. We have xoivmvoveas, dv- 
vewevar, AoPotoar, avrerdcas, xaropSeicac. “It is nothing: 
the nominative may precede the infinitive’. Yes! and so may 
the accusative; but can both do so indifferently—and in one and 
the same sentence? ‘This, and the barbarism of dote ovdé suffice 
to shew the condition of the text; but where is the remedy to 


1) Omitting rag Oyieias cdonsiv deiv. 
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come from? From the nature of the argument. Which is the 
worse case? that described by mogovmévys tig wareidos, or that 
which is here called diepazecdar nei tav pidtatwy? The latter. 
Which demands most courage, to appear év tage, or to use the 
weapons of close fighting? The latter. Then why does he weaken 
his sentence by putting the worse case, and the greatest instance 
of courage, first? Moreover what a clumsy arrangement is this, 
that he should interrupt his examples of warlike females, the 
Amazons, Minerva, the Sarmatian women, by a long sentence 
which might have as well appeared elsewhere?—It did appear 
elsewhere, till some blunderer left it out, and the same or some 
equal blunderer brought it back, not postliminio, but through a 
breach in the text. By re-transposing what has been displaced 
we surmount nearly all these difficulties, grammatical and rhetori- 
cal; for the rest we must trust to probable conjecture. tov & 
elo mohguov fr} xotveavovcas, mote (nogGoumévys avtais tig matgl- 
dog, yevvalag avtiotacas poPov ye et undév msifov wohepiorg dvva- 
oat magacyeiv év taker tivt xatopFeicac) ;—all this depends upon 
pouer dety Civ; Then follows the direct. o¥0’ ei tig mote Sropoyecou 
meh mohewds (mdceds?) te xol noida dvayxala toyy yiyvotto, ovtE 
tokay, ws tives “Auctoves, ovr’ GAdys nowavacat mote Bodis perce 
réyung Suveusvar (pavetev av) ovd’ donxida nat dogv AoBovcat t- 
unoachat tiv Gedv, Zaveouatidag dé odd av to Taganwav tohurjoerav 
piuncacdar x. t. é c. No one need despair of making a brilliant 
correction: Stallbaum’s ody! iju:cvy founded on the reading of the 
best MSS, od 41’ qusovy is deserving of much praise. x. For 
axotelove it is absolutely necessary that we read amotedoiev. 
The explanation offered by Ast of attaig in nmaidwv te cpa Oy- 
Ady xoi tOv untégov adraig, that it is put for adray, is only 
too like many of his. notes on the Laws; avraic, as I need not 
tell you, is épsis seorsim. But this leads me to offer a conjecture 
on the words immediately preceding. Evocitie 83 xateoxevepéve: 
ely yoots wiv ta tay avdgdy, fyyds 0 Zydueva ta tdv viéwy, ad- 
toig, instead of rd tav adtoig olxeimy which is a most vague 
designation. For what can ofxsio. mean? Not a man’s house- 
hold, for his wife and daughters are provided with a mess-table 
apart; certainly not his domestics, who are not members of a 
6vocitiov; and certainly not his friends who, being citizens, would 
sit with him. Of course tov edroic oixsiwy is not so bad as tay 
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adroig pytégav, but what writer would ever dream of putting 
more than tay ofxeiwy in such a case? Why the youths are 
apart from their fathers, but the girls’ are with their mothers, 
is obvious to that great umpire in all truisms, the meanest 
capacity. 

807, a. Having provided the members of his city with their 
public meals and festive occupations, he asks whether each member 
has no needful and suitable, work left him to do, dav’ 2v tedx 
Bocxijuctos Exactov xuouvdpevov adtav dei fiv; I shall offer you 
no excuse for altering this into, dV qt. B. 3. &. 7m. dtegqy. Im- 
mediately after, we have ovxovy 16 ye dixoiov pauéy obdé xaddv, 
ovd’ oiov te x. t. & where again the explainers rodudow ddvvate. 
I read, odxqiv, (to ye dixatov DANA) ovte xalov, ob ofov 
te—. B, terguyouévwv. Pray do not alarm yourself: I am not 
going to discuss the merits of the word; I simply copy it from 
the Zurich Edition and set it up as a mark to unwary readers; 
who, while sliding over the smooth surface, will, unless warned, 
find themselves suddenly in a very comfortless chasm. One whole 
paragraph is missing, either because a page in the source of our 
MSS was lost, or because the page was too tetouuévoy to be de- 
ciphered. How is this to be proved? By unfulfilled promises. 
He asks tig dy tedxog tov Biov and the rest, and after a de- 
scription of their messes, he again asks aoa oddév Aeindpevov gon 
x. t. & This question he does not answer, nor has he told us 
how he proposes to escape from his own prophecy, that these 
well-conditioned citizens of his will necessarily became the prey 
of some wiry hungry daredevils. And yet that he Aas pointed 
out some escape is evident from the sequel, which whether cor- 
rected ot left as it is, can yield but this sense. “We cannot hope 
that all this will be done with great minuteness, as long as citizens 
have separate houses.” .4// what? “But if ihe other second-best 
measures were tried”’,—Whal other? “But men lving so have 
yet another duty and that not a small one’—Living how? Hardily ; 
as is plain from the context, and from the sequel; but these pre- 
cepts of hardihood, voluntary penances or whatever they were, 
‘and their effects on the character, are all gone, and as a proof 
of ‘the diligence with which Plato is read, not an asterisk marks 
where they were. There is some broken ground, as you would 
expect, on the brink of this chasm; but if I am not mistaken, 
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I have pointed it out before!). eZ fqtoiwey ay stands its ground 
in all editions just now before me. The right reading seems to 
be; tadr’ obv dy Ov adxgiBelag wiv inavigg, wg nob vuvl fyrovpe’ 
av, isa odx av mote yévorto. cc. If the Zurich Editors had thought 
for a moment, they would have adopted Ast’s emendation ¢/g dge- 
tyv. Of course the scribes wrote agetijg, because it was next 
door to émmédecav, and they looked no further. 

808, c. Are you very tired of proofs of the /acuna? Just one 
more, and I have done, vv& wiv On Otayopévy toravty tig moog 
naor tois etonmévors avdgelav av twa mooonagéyorro x. t. &. 
p. For the miserable ma fiotéov, I haye exhausted every verb 
beginning with a that I could think of, and found no plausible 
substitute, except perhaps xgodsaréov, which the scribes would 
very readily change to zoodintéov. But a certain form of the 8, 
now out of use, is very like the semiuncial 4 and one form of x 
is an w with a lid to it. But this is dwelling in the “Meadow 
of Conjecture’. -p. 6 62 xaig navtwy Syotwy ézort Sucwerayergucto- 
Tatov' G60 yao wodiota Byer wyyiy tov poovely wrjmw xaryotuperyy, 
éxiBoviov nal douud xal vBgrotoratov Iyelov plyverae. To speak 
frankly, this is downright nonsense. “A boy is of all animals the 
hardest to manage: because having a germ of reason, he becomes 
the most rebellions of all creatures.” This any one can see to 
be far from neat: but how much worse it becomes if we write;— 
“having his germ of reason not yet daunted and tamed”? Nor 
is the grammar a whit better: Soo podicte with two positives 
and one superlative; the latter probably contrived “to meet the 
demand”. Again why use wy for ovmm in a direct declaration 
such as this? There can surely be no doubt that Plato wrote: 
0 O2 mais movtav Pygiwv sori Juousrayetquotdtatov, bow ye wadiora 
yer tive myyrv tod peoveiv. pyro xatyorvmévoy 62, exiBoviov 
nat dowd nal vBorctov Pyotoy yiyverer, xE. One is rather taken 
aback by the statement that the lad is to be sent roi didacxover 
nai ouody. (Ti yao; 4 xal toig xhénte nod Exrogxsiv didacxovar 3) 
And why is xai wodyucow added? Grant that they are bonds; 
they are surely not so in the sense in which of dudcoxovtes are 
so. Consider, pray, whether we have not here a corruption of 
nat oriovv KAA (xalov) MAOHMA., 


1) Book 10, 905, v. ef & émedeijg fre Adyou tevdg av cing. Read 2. cr. 
&dhov el. 
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809, B. ta wiv ovv dn yoosiag mége peldv te nal doyncews 2o- 
e7%n. Not even a Dithyrambic poet, unless very drunk, would 
sing of the yootia ped@y te xal doy1¢ews. Plato had discussed the 
question concerning their employment: yortag mégt. c. “ad ToL 
ta piv megh tov modeuov, a Osi wavOdve te abtovs nal mederay, 
Eysig to hoy, ta O& meQh ta yocumate modtov xal devtegov Aveas 
még xe hoyiouay, av Epauev Seiv, Oca te meQdg mOAEMoV xa oixo- 
voulav nal tiv xara modi dtoixnoy yoqvor Exaotovg AaBeiv, nat 
MQOS TA aVTe tadtH Ere te yoYGULH TOY ev Taig mEQLddOLG THY Felor, 
@otowy te mége xal yliov xat cehyvys, baa Sioixeiv avaynaidy gore 
megl tadta macy woke ...... Tatra ovxw Gor mavta inavas, w 
pile, rage tov vouoBérov dteignta. In this sentence, Sow te points 
to things unknown and beyond discovery, yejvar is out of struc: 
ture, dtorxsiv occupies a place where parGavew alone is apposite, 
and this mention of arrangement seems to have dropped from the 
clouds. The chief author in all this mischief is the man who 
introduced doa te: hoyioudv Gv Epapev deiv moog mokeuov 
net olxovouiay xeb tv xara modtv dtoixyow is in perfect order. 
Then follows, somewhat loosely, but in a highly Platonic manner 
—yorjver 8 Exaotovg haBeiv nal moog tavra tadra Fu te yonoipma 
tov év taig meguddorg tav Belov, aotowv te [mégu] xal yAlov xat 
celyvys, dow [dtorxeiv] (oh! these interpreters!) dvayxaidv gore 
[me9i tavta] mecy tH mode. (Subaudi AnBeiv.)—I take this op- 
portunity of observing that in Thuc. II, 102, where we now read, 
Aéystor 63 nol ’Alxpoiwre ta "Augiegem, Ore On haat adtov 
wera tov povor, tov “Anolkm tavtyy tiv yijv yoRcou olxeiv, the 
right reading is 67 2de2 alaoGat.—Soon after the sense is ob- 
scured through faulty punctuation; it ought to be pointed: ést- 
nohodytes ti ty Aéker; tddE- wg OUmm Sreignxe x. t. €& In the next 
sentence we have mgocooréov twice; in the first place it occurs 
in connexion with iréov: motegov iréov, 4 16 magenav ovdé mg06- 
ovstéov. And these two verbals have the common complement of 
sig axgiBerwv; the second meocuiotéor is followed by es yoompora. 
It cannot be denied that such a verbal may be used in a passive 
sense; but who ever heard of such an expression as moocpége- 
GGar eg yocupate? My own persuasion is that the Margin of 
the Vossian MS offers a right conjecture in mgooiréov. The pas- 
sage in the beginning of the Republic, tote wév ev (avres, viv d& 
ovd8 Lave is in favour of repeating the same verb, and the pre- 
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position is added because the verb would look too bald when se- 
parated from e/g. In the very next sentence (810, 4) we have 
a marginal note which changes the construction for the worse. 
The commands of the law are in the infinitive. mgociréov piv 
toivuy papéy zig wiv yodupata woudl Sexerel oyedov Evravtovs teeis, 
Aveas 63 sacar tote wiv Fry nal déxa yeyovoow deyectat, [pé- 
Telog 0 yoovos] Eupsivor dO Erega tela. I point out xagdvonoy 
which ought to be wage vouov, and, in 3, twoiv ols, which should 
be oforic1, and proceed to lay before you as corrupt a passage 
as any in the Book. mg0g 62 0 wodjuara cluga worntay neiweva 
dv yodppacr, toig piv pete pétouv, toig 0 avev dvdMaY tunuatoy, 
& dy Guyyeaupoata xata Adyov elonusva povoy, tyTaMEva SvPMod TE 
nal dopoviac, cpaleed yoaupo? guiv orl maga tivov tay wold@v 
rotovtay avPgamav xataehempéva’ ois, @ mavtay BédtioroL vouo- 
pvdaxes, ti yonoecGe; To what interpreter shall we betake our- 
selves for help in this labyrinth, saying év col xeiueSa thapoveg? 
But behold our very invocation has helped us so far, that we 
may confidently read, moutay xeiueda év yodupac! But what 
are we to do with évdudv tunuaray? I should certainly reject 
the former and retain the scornful expression tayyetwy, more 
especially as dv#uov occurs very soon after. Then I propose to 
separate the text from the gloss upon it, thus: & 69 [ovyyoap- 
pata] xate Adyov sionuéva povor, tytaueva GvPuod xal aouoviac, 
[spadsod youupato] quiv Yoo maga tivav [ray wokkdy] torovtav 
avGoanav xatodeheuuéve. He cannot call them opadege yodupora 
as yet, for though tosovtwy (i.e. tytmuévav 6uduod xal aguoviac) 
is a sneer, he does not prejudge the question whether they shall 
use those books. pv. The commentators may settle it among them, 
whether the faulty construction of this sentence is a piece of 
graceful negligence, or of corruption: but tig abryg is very 
awkward, even if we understand it to mean that the same way 
pleases some and displeases others, and xeleverg yog is certainly 
faulty, for this has no connexion of cause and effect with dln Sig 
Aéyetg. The simplest correction would be, xehevoug dé we, og 2. —., 
ravtys tig ddov x. t. & 

811, 3. The parts of the dialogue are so distributed, that 
Clinias becomes the protagonist. The persons ought to stand thus: 

AO, ... & F odttm totr’ Byer, nivdvvdv pnw eivor pégovear roig 
weusl tHv wohvpaPlay. Ildg odv xat ti wagatvoing dv ta vowopvdant; 
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KA, Tot néor déyerg; 

AO, Tot mods ti wagadeypa mote amoBhépag dv to piv ip 
mavtag pavPave tovs véovs, to 8 anoxmdvor. 

KA. Aéye noi wndiv drdxver déyov. 

812, 3.c. AO. "Eqapev, ofuat, rovg vod Atovicon tous sEnnovtovtas 
Bdove Suapegdvrws ebarodytovs deiv yeyovévar wegh te tovg GuPpovs 
Kal tag TOY aoQMovVIdY GuGtacEs, Iva THY TOY EGY wluyow THY Ev 
Kal TY KoKdS Mewimynueryny, ev toig moSywaow Otay pyy ylyvyrat, 
TH TE THS ayaTS Ooporwmpata xab ta tHS évavtiag exdébacPar Juvatos 
Gy tig td pév amoPcddy, to 5? weopégav ele usov Yuva nal exnady 
taig tov véwv poyaic, mooxadovmevos Excotovs elo agers Exscdar 
aTyGLY GuvaxolovGodrvtas dia tov wiunceov. Can any one believe 
that év toig maPnpaciv Stay wy yiyyytoe is correct, or that ul- 
unoig wLmeitoe To Ouorwuata means anything conceivable? When 
a comic actor imitates popular tragedians in a burlesque, he may 
be said to imitate their imitations; but the province of music is 
piueiodar ta maSjuata; and this is, I think, enough to justify us 
in expelling duotwpote, which was invented to fill up a fancied 
gap in the sense, and in reading: fve tiv 1. pw. plunow, tyv eb 
nol tay nanad¢ wemiunudvyy ev toig maPyjpacr, Oo av gv wuyy yiyyy- 
Tat, TH TE THS ayoOys xot [ta] tHS evavetlag, exAzEncGar Suveros ov 
x. t. & By this very slight change we have the true object of 
imitation, ze@juora; and the construction duvatdg éxlééacPar pi- 
unow pepounuévyny to xat ta év coig moSyuect is complete and 
satisfactory. vp & E. The grammar requires mageyoudvov and xgoo- 
eguotrovtos. Ivxvdtyg and wavdtyg appear to be well explained 
by Mr. Chappell, History of Music, p. 144. 

813, a. “Aly Péotate toivev. xoal tod yyiv x. t. & should 
be read continuously. 5. duetddav toxtinav. Significantur, says 
Ast, exercitus in acie constitutt expeditiones. If it signifies this, it 
signifies nothing, for this has no meaning. séEodor are evolutions, 
and taxtinov is a bad gloss. Xrgatomédov is of no better origin; 
but the worst corruptions are those in the following passage. 
mavtov yao tovtwy didacxehous te eivor Sei xoLwovs, dovupévous 
wucPdv maga tg wOlEMs, nal toVt@Y wants TOUS év TH MOE mai- 
Sag te nat dvdgas: xal [xdgag nal yuvaixas mavtov tovreay emtory- 
povas,] xdoag wey ovoag Bre maoov tHv év Oxloig Goyyoww [xol pe- 
anv] psuslernuvias, yuvainag 8 duséddwv xal tagewy nal Pécewe nat 
&vougécewmg Smlov numévas, ef undevog Evena, oAN et more dejoze 

Platonis Philebus. b 
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sige oe [aden tH duveuer] nerraendvvers tyv wolw eo argaveve- 
GGat tove prickavrag waidac te nal tyv adAny modi, inaveg elvou 
tO yé todovtov—l offer you the passage unaltered, but for the 
brackets, except that I change xatedeimovtag into xatadimovtas ; 
that I follow 4 and 2 in pviakavtas, (those who had kept guard, 
youths and others, are gone .out, and the women must supply their 
place); and that I read ixavas, for which there is no authority 
except the sense. These then are to be sufficient at least for 
this purpose: and again, ov ovdiv a&nwpotov, tt being an inevitable 
chance, that an enemy should some day break into the town, and 
force them to fight pro aris et focis, moldy mov nonia x. t. & 
814, p. Read, if you approve, Niv én tic uév nadaisteag weal 
duvauews—. Soon after follows a long passage, which I am 
tempted to place before you, not in its present state, but as it 
must have been before it met with any misfortunes either from 
wounds or surgery. He is speaking of xivyoig of the body and 
observes: dvo piv avrag yon vouiter elvar, tiv wiv tov xadlovoy 
CMuctov tO Geuvov pimovumévny, tHv O& TOY alaydvay tO pavioy: 
wal made tod gavhov te dv0, xab tow Grovdaiov dvo Etégac, THY 
wey nave tov modeuov nat év Brotots gumlexévt@y advoig c@potay 
wey xohov, wuyns 68 avdgunas, tyv O ev evagayicug te ovGNS ow- 
yoovos, év ndovaig te Zupérgov. elonvixyy 8 av tig Aéyov nave 
puow tiv torodcyy doynow Aéyor. tHv O& toUT@Y aAAyY OvGaY THs 
elonvinis muegiyny av tug de9d> meocayogevol, taig te eviaPeiats 
nacay manyav, xat Boddy éxvevosor, nat dmsiter meen xat exxndyoe 
nat éyndpe, nal taig tavroug evavrioug taic emi ta dguctine peoo- 
uévang et oynpota, tokwv Bokaig xal axovtiav, xa macav rehny dy 
MLULNUOTL, sie a ag urmsioPar tO T dgody év rovtotg xal tO eUtO- 
vov. taYv ovY dyabay COMATOY Kol WuyYav OmoTaV riyvyran pivquea, 
evdupegic @o TO word TOY TOU Gamotos pedov ylyvopuevoy, dodov 
dv tO tToLodtOY, td 68 TovTOLS TovvaVTioY am0dLOOY Ox OQFaY dmo- 
Geyoueda. Though I do not suppose that you ever joined in the 
charge against me, that I did not sufficiently explain the reason 
of my corrections, others who read this will perhaps be nursing 
the accusation, and if I should now leave the above passage 
without other comment but a recommendation to compare it with 
the received text, many will say, There, there! and a few will 
even go further and say, So would we have tt. And yet what a 
misery it is that a man cannot change te into ye, or WA@OZ 
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into HAHOOZ, without turning showman, and. pointing out what 
every body can see for himself. To explain an emendation is as 
ungraceful a performance as to comment on a joke, and as this 
is seldom done except when the joke is wuyedtegov taHv ITiato- 
vog vouev, as that ribald Lucian has it, so that had better be 
reserved for sorry specimens of criticism. But, assuming that any 
chance reader will take the same trouble as yourself, to compare 
the received text with that here given, I will observe that avtijs 
ta dy is an explanation of avras, that éxi to Geuyov is a Pla- 
tonic elegance adapted to a wrong place, that égumhexévtwv is an 
Attic form preserved in our oldest copies, as likewise in the best 
MS of Thucydides, that jdovel are wérguor, but men are Zuyergor, 
that tamevace is probably the gloss of éyxuwer, or else the sub- 
stitute for it when it had disappeared into ENYWEI, that the 
pyzrrhic dance and that alone can undertake to imitate skill and 
vigour, and can only do so by a twofold representation, namely 
of defence and of attack, that, if I am wrong in inserting ovv, 
I have no objection to any better mode of conjunction, that, if 
aéxodidov is rash, you can leave a mark of hiatus, or else read 
évavtiov, (in which I should not follow you) and that awodey0- 
veda was first discovered by Ast, and is the fourth instance in 
this Book of similar confusion of terminations. 

In turning over some loose papers, I find the following ob- 
servations bearing-on the next few pages of our author. They are 
written in‘Commentator’s Latin or an imitation thereof, but with 
the help. of the text, it is to be hoped that they will be intel- 
ligible. I present them as they are. 

815, c. don wav Baxysio v sori, nal tov tavrous Exoudvar, ag 
Nuupas te noi Tavs nat Lednvovs nat Latvgovs exovouctovtes, 
WS Pact, wimodvrar xatmvauévovs, mEQinaGaguove tE xal telerag t- 
vag amotehovvtay, Evumav todro tig doynsews tO yévoc x. t. &. Diu 
mihi suspectum fuit verbum zwovouatovtes. Saltationes quasdam 
Nympharum et Faunorum aliorumque numinum nominibus appellant. 
Fac Platonem illud voluisse. Sed quid porro imitantur? Eadem 
heec numina ebria, Que est hee negligentia, ut eadem vocabila 
utpote ab Enovouatovtes pendentia saltationum nomina significent, 
ad wmodvtae autem relata de numinibus ipsis capiantur?.. Adde 
quod émovouclovtes, ws pact, ita conjuncta sunt, ut hoc ad illud 
necessario referatur, Quasi his saltatoribus proprium esset, ut his 

b* 
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nominibus uterentur; vel potius non uterentur, sed uti se dictita- 
rent. Quod vero ad Nymphas attinet, quis unquam illas ebrias 
finxit, nedum saltatione imitatus sit? Quid vero sibi volunt tav 
tautare Emouéveov? Si sic interpretaberis: “gud Bacchas sequun- 
tur”, praesto erit Astius, qui te commonefaciat, ég referendum 
esse ad tavrorg. Quod quoniam rectissime et ex lingue norma 
dictum est, sequitur ut @¢ etiam de Bacchabus ipsis intelligi opor- 
teat, non de saltatoribus. Atqui si hoc concesseris, quid de reli- 
qua sententia fiet? Quid multa? Corruptam orationem agnoscas 
necesse est; vel si forte etiamnum dubitas, vide num vera lectio 
te ab ista religione liberet. Gon wiv Baxysia v éoci, nol tav tov- 
roug Exouévov, Os Nvupag éxovouetovtes, Havas nal Ledyvovs nat 
Larvoovs ao pace uwodvtar xatovouévovgs. Mulieres Nympharum 
partes agunt: viri Faunos temulentos Nympharum fugientium ama- 
tores imitantur. In verbis todto [rH doynoews] to yévog, quae 
et infra repetuntur, non difficile est Platonem ab interpolatore di- 
gnoscere. - 

Ibid. p. 10 d& tHg awokéwov Movons, év doyjcec: dé tovs te Peovs 
sat tovs taY Gedv maidas tyu@v—Si scriptum esset dmokguov piv év 
doyycecr OE tynwons, vel amokéuov piv év doyyceor J? Gxovdaiats 
tiyuov, quidquid de reliqua oratione statueremus, 62 saltem suo 
loco positum videretur. Nunc autem plane supervacaneum est. 
Vide, num aliquando a margine in orationem invectum fuerit. 
Nam in Cod. & scriptum est td 64 tig o&. M.: unde suspiceris, 
dubitasse librarios utrum 6: an 6% scribendum esset. Equidem 
neutrum probo. Ad propositum redeuntes wév ovv usurpant. Sed 
de tiuav longe gravior est-controversia; que lectio nullus du- 
bito quin alteri, timmytmy, preferenda sit. Sed unde factum 
est ut illam nullus bone note Codex praeter % prebuerit? Sci- 
licet qui illum librum exaravit, ipse finxit. Minime; nam si ita 
esset, verba illa quae Bekkerus ex illo codice enotavit, “ro tiudy 
ovdstégws”, in margine, non in orationis serie, scripta fuissent. 
Itaque hoc statuendum; vel lectionem tiudy etiam in A vel 2 
exstare, sed a Bekkero pretervisam fuisse, vel # non totum ab 
illis pendere, sed habere propriam auctoritatem, utpote ab anti- 
quiore libro, qui nonnunquam meliores lectiones preberet, de- 
scriptum. Mox pro 10 piv 2 novov tuvadv adtod xat xivddvev 
dtanepevyotmy, lege: t0 wév avtod, tov éx movov twvaY x. T. &. 

816, c. év rage. Hee non intelligo. Aliud est xadiegody, 
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aliud terre, neque illud fieri potest nisi hoc pracesserit. Que 
vero ad téév pertinent omnia supra memorata sunt; ut jam nihil 
supersit quam *soPegody mavta, dv raén. 

Ibid. p. Lege: Te wiv ody .. wuydv, obo ele tag yoostas, slonrtat. 
Cetera quam primum abjicienda. Mox dele xauadyjuara, et xore 
ante Goynowv, et lege: nol td torodvt@y mévtmy Ho OOH MOT cL. 

818, a. ag dnosBelag eydusve. “Cum perfectione conjuncta, h. e. 
perfecte s. exacte, dxgiBas s, 61 dxerBelac”. Sic Astius, falsa veris 
permiscens. Lege: tadra 68 Evumavta ody wo dxoiBeiag 2youévovs 
Osi diamoveiv tovg modhovg adhe tivag ddtyovg;-—Mox sequuntur 
hee: ote yde mgénov dy ely. 1 mAyGer O8 doa adrdv dvaynaia 
noi mag doddracta déyetou wn exictasdo. uty toig woddoig aicyody, 
Ov duerBelag Jt Eyreiv mavta ovte Gediov ore td wogdmav Suvarov. 
Que sit horum verborum grammatica ratio, oUre ¢adiov ovte +0 
magarav Suvatoy éyyeicGo. Locus sic mihi constituendus videtur: 
tO whyPer 62 Sou aedtadv cvayxoin mag deForata Agyerar; & wy 
inioracGar piv toig moddoig alsygov, x. t. & 

Ibid. c. ofog duvardg. “Alterutrum fortasse delendum est”, 4st. 
Imo dvvarog quantocius expellendum. De Dis loquens consulto 
maluit ofog h. e. zdoneus dicere, quam de potentia eorum videri 
dubitare. . 

819, a. oddeuod yag devo ovd§ Gpodeoy amsigia tev mavtov 
ob6: wéyrotoy xaxdv. Hic od dewov ovdé apodooy ove? wéyiotov haud 
minus absurde collocantur quam péysotog nol apodecs Zows, que 
Cobetus, spreta certissima nostra correctione, in Convivio legenda 
proposuit, Et quemadmodum illic, ubi de universo amore sermo 
est, td cyodody, quod in partem tantum cadit, prorsus alienum 
est, sic in nostro loco omnium rerum ignorantiam opodgdv xanov 
vocare nec Grecitas nec rei natura patitur. Lege: oddapyot yde 
devov 008 4 cpodod adxsgia tov mevrov, ovd8 wéspioroy noxdv. 
Neque vero hinc exemplum petere possis adjectivi positivi cum 
superlativo conjuncti; nam dewoy nequaquam ad xoxov pertinet. 
“Nulla in civitate periculosa est--neque est summum malum.” 
Mox dele tovrav. : 

Ibid. 8. c. Lege: xgdrov piv yoo wegh hoyiopovs areyvaig ma Q- 
eotiv eéquonuéva podnuota wera modLag te nol yOovag wovPaverv. 
‘Vulgo zovciv. Tum enumerantur te wodyjwote, sc. uyhov nal cre- 
pévev Stovowel, nar munrciv ... epedgetar te not ovddngerg ev 
péoer nol epeinc, [nal] oo mepuxacr plyvecdar, Vulgo epedgeiag 
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—covilnkews; unde effectum est ut mepuxact sine nominativo es- 
set, et genitivi a d:evouel pendere crederentur; quasi quis pugiles 
spectantibus eodem modo quo poma vel coronas distribueret. Al- 
terum xo) omisi; quod qui inseruit, parum intellexit quid esset 
év goer nat épeéqc, et tanquam inter se opposita essent, (quod 
fuisset, @v w. re nel 2.) tertium aliquid in ag mepuxocr plyvecdor 
contineri putavit. Sed unumquodque par et singuli tertiarii prio- 
res év wége: excipiebant, atque hoc in omnibus deinceps fiebat. 
as mepinac: yiyvecGot adjectum est ut significaretur certam esse 
harum permutationum conjunctionumque rationem, si quidem nu- 
meri natura immutabiles essent. xal On xab maifovtes, prohacg dua 
yousod xab yolxod nab aoyveou xab toLovt@y tidy allay xEQav- 
vbvtec, of O& nal Ohag mag duadidovtes, dneQ Einov, eis mardiev évag- 
wortorvtes tag TAY avayxaiwy agrouar yonoes—Tria hic precipue 
querenda sunt. 1. Quid sit giolhas negauvvuvtes, 2. quo modo ab 
Ghag diadidovteg differat, 3. ubi dixerit, quod hie se iterum dicere 
ait. Duplex, nisi fallor, discrimen in poculis fingitur; nam et e 
diversa materia facta sunt, et diversum liquorem continent. Si 
hoc verum est, recte opponuntur of xegavvuvtes tag qidhag, hie. 
qui pocula vino cum aqua permixto implent, et of m. diag dtadt- 
Sovtes, quod idem est ac y. axedtov mdtov Anjos Oradidovrec. 
Sed vocem @xgatog consulto vitavit, quoniam non minus de aqua 
pura quam de vino mero cogitabat. Quo autem spectant illa, d7eg 
sinov? Planissime ad verba aguotrértwv aerOuay tav avtav. At- 
qui non prorsus idem est, sive numeros convenire dicas, sive nu- 
meros accommodart; et quoniam hoc verius, malim dgpottouévov. 
Nam qui hoc dixit, idem dixit quod infra, elo maidiav x. t. &. 
Preterea cum prorsus otiosum sit doy, et of 63 alterum quod- 
dam sui simile flagitet, lego: @Akot wey xegovydyres. At unde il- 
lud wév arripui? Nempe a Cod. 4, qui pro xeoavvuvtes pm eqav- 
vuvtag habere dicitur. Ceterum si quis inutilem esse particulam 
moog contendet, simulque Slag gidhag wgre feret, quidni dAeg xo- 
Getg reponat? 

Ibid. vp. peta O8 tate ev taig weconceciwv, Wo, Oca Fyer wnny 
nat nhacyn not Body, wegh &xavta tadta evodoay tiva pice yeloiav 
te nal aicyoav ayvorav tv toig avPgumorg mao1, tavdtys dnodkattov- 
cw. Supplevi dg. Idem valet wg évotcav atque xoivorteg éveivat. 
Mox pro tyvav lege vive. 

820, a. Ei & tor pare opddga wyte yogua [Suvara tia, oder] 
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ta wév, [rd 8 uy,] od O8 mavea ayei, meg ole mQdg Tadta Siexsi- 
o%o1; Non defuturos scio, qui hos uncinos meos tanquam sum- 
me audacie exempla citaturi sint. Ego contra librariorum auda- 
ciam me compescere arbitror, qui talem compositionem ovx Zyia 
cAka to wiv ta 6° ov, pro Platonica nobis obtulerunt. Sed cur 
duvare inclusi? Videamus precedentia. "Ao obv ov donsi. . tadra 
elven wetonta modg aldnho; Nal. Mijuog te, olwar, moog mijnog x. t. &. 
Vides orationem continuari, et hec omnia a uetontd eivar pendere. 
“Imo”, inquit, “a duvarov eiver wetosiv pice”. Atqui, ut hoc con- 
cesserim, qua ratione haec inter se conciliabis: duvatov dot tabta 
wetgeiv et tadtta dvvata gor? Scilicet intelligendo perozioPa. 
Et ubi erit Platonicus ille nitor sermonis, quem omnes laudant, 
paucissimi tuentur? Sed paucissimi illi dvvatdy eivor werosiv pv- 
oz sine ulla dubitatione damnabunt. 

Ibid. a. Tid od; winds te nal miactog moog Boog, 7 mhatog 
TE Kal mipxog wedG GhAyha MOTE TMS aE Ov diavoovpEda mEQL TAdTA 
ovtwo 4. t. & Sic a et 2. Pro wots mag Winkelmannus infeli- 
citer auag yé mog conjecit. Scribendum videtur: mods cAAnda 
acavtws; KA. Tig; AO. AQ’ ov dtavoovpedo—. 

Returning from the Latin notes the first thing we meet with 
in the text, that seems to require notice is in 820, c. tatra yao 
On Gxomoivta Staytyyacnew avayxaioy 1 wavtanaci silva paviov, 
mooBadkovra te cddnjhoig wei, SroreiByy ths wettEiog OAV yoouecté- 
eav mozoButay dtateiBovta, pidovernsiv év taig tovtmv akicscr oxo- 
Awig. You will probably assent to chiorg—moeobutyv—prlo vi - 
xetv, and likewise to the removal of ta woOyjuore in Clinias’ answer. 
Those who want to remove ov, shew that they do not understand 
the force of the particle in Zoué 7 ody. x, The Zurich Editors 
have gone back to the wrong distribution of persons, which Bek- 
ker had rectified. Why should the Athenian not call Clinias o 
Eéve? And how can otsovv xzicw suit any other mouth than 
tou Bévtog? 

821, c. Orellius is right in proposing tovra dei, but there are 
worse faults in the next sentence. 40. Totr’ Zor toivuy, o Mé- 
yidhé te nol Kiewia, viv & dn gnu deiv megi Deav tav xox oveavdy 
TOUS ye Hwetéoous wolitag te nal tovs véoug tO MéyoL TOCOUTOU wo- 
Geiv meQ) anavrwy tovtmy, wéygr TOU wy Blacpnusiv megl adta, ed- 
pnusiv dé cet Ovovrag te nol ev evdyaic edyouévovs evoeBas. How can 
the following bear each other’s company: toivuv—viv, negh Pea 
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rv nat’ ovgavdv—meo! dravrmy tovray, tovs mohrag te—xal tous 
véovg? Noy and the celestial clause must go, and the cross division 
must be changed into a subdivision by removing tovs. “Those who 
are at once our fellow-citizens and our youth.” x=, The words 2yo 
rovtwy ovte véog odte méhon Gunnows spay av viv ovn 2v mod 
yodve dnldcor duvaiuyy. xaitor yahend ye ovea ovx av mote olog 
qv Sylodv tmlimodvrorg ovGr tydixodtog Mv. I have added the 
last word, but there are other difficulties which you will require 
to see solved before you will look on me as the corrector of the 
passage. I presume you do not approve of either véov or véw- 
sti: for a man who has heard a thing ovze vemoti ovre meds can 
scarcely have heard it at all. Tovrmy seems to have given no 
offence, though it is wrong both in number and case. Now as one 
of the possible hindrances to teaching is the age of the teacher, 
to which the speaker again alludes, we may restore this feature 
while we correct tovtwy, by supposing that the old reading was 
routoutwy (i.e. todr ovr wv) véog—but what second hindrance 
does he allude to? “That he had not heard it for some time:” but 
the Greek for “it is long since I heard it”, would be mado ovx 
dxyxon, not ov makor dxynoc, and with ore the same difference 
would hold good. I therefore incline to read: todr’ ovr’ wy véog 
mohot t ov% axnxows—. Perhaps the belief that there was 
something wrong in .ovre—re induced the scribe to make the 
alteration. 

822, a. Read: tyyv [edi] yoo avira dddv, nal Exactov .. wlav 
wt. &, and soon after tov yrryuévov. c. I should print the 
text as follows: ag obn oldueta to yeloiov te xul ovx doddv zxsi 
ytyvouevoy av, evtavl nal ev tovroror yiyvecdar; KA. Tedoiov 
wév, ogSov o ovdapds. After this I return to another scrap of 
Adversaria, which will lead us to the end of the Book. 

Ibid. vp. émi meifov nullo modo ferri potest; sed non mutan- 
dum in #t wetfov, quod nescio quis proposuit; nam quis dixerit Aoc 
etiam majus, nisi qui prius alterum quiddam magnum esse contendit? 
Nec que sequuntur sine offensione legi possunt. Quorsum enim 7 
iteratur, gregdv ti—petakd tu? Deinde si quis doceat mepunxévon 
tL petakd vovPernoews te xol vouwy, quivis hoc intelligat; sin ad- 
jiciat vouGerrceds te & ua nel vouov, diversa confudisse videatur, 
Bc. TO wetéyery duo Tovtov xalb éxeivov, et to metakd tovtou nal exel- 
vou mepuxévat, Satis patere arbitror verborum ordinem a scribis 
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turbatum parum feliciter a correctore aliquo constitutum esse. 
Quid si sic legamus? xwdvvever yg by vowodéry tO me0Gtatta- 
wevov Eregov tt weilov sivas tod tovg vopous Pévta anydhayGor, auc 
0 elvor werogy te vovderjoswg te mepundg nal vowov. 

Ibid. 5. ofov wegl tv tv opddoe véwv maidwy toopyy’ ov yao 
Onte pape sivar, Aéyoutés te avta ag vouovs oleoPor trPEMévovs 
elvou molkng dvoiag yéusv. Non gyro sed aegyta desiderari vidit 
C, F. Hermannus, sed non vidit id ipsum leviter corruptum in 
omnibus libris haberi. Post Adyosg plenius interpungendum est, 
legendumque olov (ta) negli tiv tov cpodea véiwv naidwv teopyy 
ott’ Gogyta popev (div) elvos, Aéyovtés 7 avtd vouorg olzoSor t- 
Sévor woddyg (adv) avoiag yéwev. 

Ibid. &. Dele adrov tig. Structura est ov téleog 6 Exouvog, Otav 
Yi] tov Uayeerncaven x. t. é& Mox quod © prebet ad sensum loci 
necessarium est. wg wea O¢ av roig tov (vouoFérov) vouoPerovvtOg 
te nab exorvovvtog nal wéyovtog mevOduevog yodumacs Suen tov 
Biov dxgatov. ovtog 6 te Adyog d6e9draros—Locum hucusque de- 
scripsi ut mancam esse sententiam ostenderem. ‘“Quicunque non 
modo legibus verum etiam preceptis consiliisque legum latoris vi- 
tam regit”—quid tum? Inepte autem dicitur Biog éxgatog, et con- 
junctio sic posita odcog 6 re Aoyog neminem non offendat. Scripsit 
Plato: &uedtarog ovtog. 6 te Adyog x. t. &  Horum partem 
video jam a Winckelmanno occupatam. Mox post movoy dele 
youpery. 

823, n. Jampridem monui legendum: olov pdgrvea émayo we- 
vot Ondoipev av 0 Bovddusda padiov. 

Ibid. s. Locum sic interpungi et corrigi velim: zapmolv 03 
nal to wegh td meld Oyoedpata [, ov udvoy Oyoiav]. adda xod tay 
tav avOgamorv akov evvosiv Fnoav, thy te xata woAEMOV Kal xhO- 
welav sab Ayotay nal oreatonmédamy. mohdy O& nal 4 nord 
pttievVulgo hee per amicitiam venatio, in qua procul dubio 
rem amatoriam, atque omnem suadendi artem et omnia blanditia- 
rum genera includi volebat, inter tiv xata woleuov Oygay atque 
hujus exempla media interposita est; ipsa autem verba' sic cor- 
rupta sunt: sel xAwmeion not Anotay nat orgatonidav Groatonédorg 
Sjour. Quem nostra reponit correctio chiasmum librarius parum 
intellexit. 

Ibid. c. Transpone sic: xal werd fyuies vouoeryPévtmr. 

Ibid. &, Lege dtawovovuévygs . . alioquin nec erit quo tig referri 
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possit, et dativi illi 2yenyogdc, evdover, prorsus dovytaxtor erunt. 
Ordo est, tig Stawovovpévys xdotois coyov Gnoay trav gvddgwv 
fadwv, unre éyenyoeds: unte evdover, Mox ineredibile est quem- 
quam in verbis wd’ slg tov Boyotov EnéhOor vodv hesisse. Qui tot 
ineptias invito Platoni obtrusas defendunt, simul atque Plato ipse 
in notissimo proverbio jocari ccepit, statim nauseant, et cum pro- 
cellis jactu decidere parant, 

824, a. Lege: 4 tov dr dvanadpata novov Zyovee. Mox pro 
6 dterenuévos lege 60° 0 sionuévoc. Pro év égyacipors 68 nal Legoig 
eyiowg suspicor olim lectum esse év éoy. xal ayiors, quod ultimum 
nescio quis per éegoi¢ interpretatus est. Melius fecisset, si in 
ATIOIC veram lectionem AIPOIC latere admonuisset. In 4 et 
S24 dittographia ex proba et mala lectione conflata servatur 
AT(P)IOIC. 





I had hoped to wander through two or three more Books with 
you, picking up specimens of paleography and discoursing on 
them as we went. But from this egotistical design you and all 
others are delivered for the present by the peculiar character of 
this évriySav; which, though we are not quite so remote as Phi- 
lolaus would place us, holds too scanty a communication with you 
to satisfy a garrulous correspondent, and forces me, if I would 
see this in print before the end of this year, to address it forth- 
with to the European Publisher. With heartiest respect and 
affection, 

Believe me, 


Yours ever, 


CHARLES BADHAM. 
University or Sypney, 
Fepevary, 1877. 


CORRIGENDA. 


P. VI last line. For me: read we. 

» IX goth ,, After tovtw add (i.e. te oyxjparte). 

» XIII 26th ,, For became: read become. 

» XVI 6th ,, from bottom, For xehevorg: read xehevetc. 





PLATONIS PHILEBUS 


WITH 


INTRODUCTION AND NOTES. 


INTRODUCTION. 


HE aim of this noble Dialogue is to ascertain the relation of 
Pleasure and of Intellect to the absolute Good. 

The form of the inquiry is a controversy between Socrates and 
two young Athenians named Philebus and Protarchus. The latter, 
espousing the cause which his friend had first taken up, and then 
through laziness abandoned, affirms that pleasure, using the word in 
its largest sense, is entitled to the name of good; to which Socrates 
advances an opposite claim on behalf of intellect, knowledge, and 
all kindred species; observing that, if it should prove that some 
third competitor showed a better title than either of the original 
claimants, then, whichever of the two should be found most akin 
to the successful candidate would be entitled to the second prize. 

Protarchus is then reminded of the great variety and discrepancy 
in the kinds of pleasure, and is invited to show what common 
nature there is in all these, over and above their being pleasant, 
which nobody disputes, in virtue of which he calls them all plea- 
sures. In reply, he denies that there is any variety or discre- 
pancy between them, i so far us they ure pleasures. Socrates 
shows the fallacy of his argument, and points out that this reliance 
upon the identity implied by a common name, as if it excluded all 
diversity, would put an end to all reasoning. This leads to the 
mention of the great problem about ‘Identity and Diversity, the 
delight of young arguers and the terror of quiet, respectable 
people, the argument of vy xal modda.* The contradiction be- 
tween the individual as ove in nature, and yet many in his many 
changes of circumstance, and that between the Whole as ove and 


* The bearing of this discussion on the main subject is twofold. The im- 
portance of the mépac in dialectics is a suitable introduction to the part which 
it is to play in physics; and the necessity of the careful division of pleasure 
under its several heads is shown beforehand. 
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the Parts as many, are touched upon; but Socrates affirms that, 
though men now look upon these paradoxes as childish and so- 
phistical, there exist other forms of the contradiction which are 
really important. For, if we consider any genus as one in itself, 
and then again observe that the representatives of it are many 
and unlimited, it is difficult to conceive how this One, at the 
same time that it remains one in itself, is yet one in all the 
individuals and in each of them. This contradiction is the inhe- 
rent and unchangeable property of ad/ objects of reasoning; but 
though as such we cannot remove it, there is a remedy provided 
against its practical difficulty. For, while all things are consti- 
tuted out of the One and the Many, they have, associated in their 
constitution, the Limit and the Indefinite. We must therefore, in 
all objects of inquiry, accepting this natural constitution, begin by 
taking a unit, which we are sure to find if we look for it; from 
this we must proceed to the next definite number supplied by 
the object itself in its own natural divisions, and so, continually 
advancing through all subordinate divisions, proceed till we ar- 
rive at the point where the limit (or given numbers) ceases, and 
the unlimited begins. This process from the one to the indefinite 
by means of umber, or the contrary process from the indefinite 
to the one, is the gift of the Gods, the true dialectical method, 
the origin of all discovery, and the opposite of that sophistical 
manner which passes per saltum from either extreme to the 
other. Socrates beautifully exemplifies this position by language, 
music, metre, and the art of writing; and proposes that the rival 
claimants, pleasure and intellect, should be subjected to the same 
method of scrutiny. 

But finding that Protarchus is scared by the difficulty of the 
undertaking, he professes to remember a shorter solution of the 
problem before them, by which it can be shown that neither 
competitor can hope for the first prize. It lies in the very 
conception of the Good that it should be perfect and self-suffi- 
ctent. But, if we take either pleasure or intellect in absolute 
isolation from each other, they are alike imperfect and insuffi- 
cient; for no one would accept pleasure alone as all in all, if he 
had no memory, no consciousness, no faculty by which he could 
be cognisant of the pleasure enjoyed: nor would any one accept 
a life of mere intellect without at least some admixture of 
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pleasurable feeling. To either of these states of being, all men 
would certainly prefer a combination of the two; therefore each 
has failed in its pretensions to be.the absolute Good. But which 
comes the nearest to the mark? That which has most right to 
be considered either itself the Cause of the Combination, or at least 
as having most affinity with that Cause. Thus we are led to in- 
quire into the nature of combination itself, and the laws which 
govern it. 

Now it has already been said, that the Limit and the Inde- 
finite* are the elements out of which all things are compounded; 
these, therefore, will be the first two yévy or kinds which we must 
consider; the Combination of these two will be the third kind, 
and the Cause which effects their union, the fourth. 

Every quality of matter considered in its abstraction, extends 
indefinitely in the direction of two opposites, as in the instances 
of moister and drier +, hotter and colder, &c. The attempt to 
limit it at once dissolves the abstraction, because it fixes to a 
point that which is only conceivable as continually capable of 
more and fess. All things which thus admit of more and less 
are comprehended in one idéa, and receive the name of the In- 
definite, to amegov. The opposites of these are the things which 
effect equality and proportion, and these are classed under the 
name of the Limit, to mégogt or megatosdéc. The examples of 
this kind are all definite numbers whatever and their relations to 
each other, but they can be more easily seen at the same time with 
the third kind, that is to say, in Combinations of to amsigov and 
to mégac. In music, bodily health and strength and beauty, the 
temperature of the seasons, and above all, in the instance of 
pleasure, which would be absorbed in its own indefinite cravings, 
but for the imposition of law and order to limit and preserve it,— 


* This doctrine Plato is said to have borrowed from the Pythagorean Phi- 
lolaus, who, through extreme poverty, consented to sell him the book in which 
he had embodied the tenets of his sect.—See Diog. Laert. in Philolaus, and the 
Extract from Béckh’s Philolaus in the Appendix. | 

+ The comparatives of all such words are used by Plato because the positive 
might be misunderstood as implying a moody, or definite quantity, or propor- 
tion; but afterwards, he uses the positive, Ev 3’ dei xat Bapet xat tayet xat 
Beaudet, dmelpots ovaty. (26, 4.) 

+ mépac is properly the (Sga, or that according to which they are one, and 
mepatoetdéc, the yévoc: ta mepatoetSy) again would be the yévwa, which we 
must not confound with yévoc, as Ast and others have done, but which is the 
multitude contained in the yévos, its numerous specimens. 
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in all such instances, where qualities are blended with definite 
proportion, we see at once the second element of the combina- 
tion, and the result of that Combination as manifested in some 
yévecic. In the fourth place there must be a Cause of such com- 
binations; for that which zs made cannot be the same as that which 
makes, but must always be subsequent to it. Therefore we may 
consider the first three kinds to be (1) (2) the elements* of na- 
tural things, and (8) the natural things themselves; but the fourth 
kind is that which operates with these and upon them. 

The question then arises: To which of these four kinds does 
the Mixed Life of pleasure and intellect bear most resemblance? 
It is decided that it resembles most the third kind or the Com- 
bination. Pleasure again seems most akin to the Indefinite. 

The kind which answers to Intellect is not so evident, and 
Socrates warns his friend against any rashness in the decision, 
as touching upon impiety. The gay Philebus laughs at his 
scruples, but Protarchus has more reverence, and is so awe- 
struck by Socrates’ manner, that he is afraid to make any con- 
jecture. Then Socrates declares that his own solemnity was all 
in sport, and that it is no wonder if philosophers are so ready 
to pay themselves a compliment, in declaring Intellect to be the 
King of the Universe; but that it is worth while to see what 
right it has to the designation. Protarchus is then asked to 
choose between two opinions; one that the universe is subject 
to chance and blind caprice, and the other, that it is governed 
by intellect and mind. He unhesitatingly chooses the latter. But, 
argues Socrates, in this universe there are the same elements which 
we find also in the constitution of our own bodies, only that here 
they occur small in quantity and poor in quality, while in the 
universe they are abundant and wondrous. Now, the terrestrial ele- 
ments must have been derived from the universal ones, the earthly 
body from the body of the universe: but our body has a mind which 


* Socrates speaks also presently (29, A) of the Four Elements, as they are 
called, which are as old as Empedocles, and probably much older. But the 
elements with which we are here concerned are elements in a different sensé. 
They are not matter, nor even properties of matter, but the dmetpov is the con- 
dition of all the properties of matter, and of number itself, till controlled by 
mépas. Though the Pythagoreans held dpeSpd¢ to be the condition of existence 
and the ground of knowledge; this its virtue was derived from the decad, that 
is from proportion, for the decad contained every kind of proportion. Indefinite 
number, 1 adptatog Succ, was reckoned among the dmetpa. 
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it must have also derived from the same source; for if we men 
have a mind, much more must the universe, possessing as it does | 
all that we possess, only in greater perfection, have one also: 
and if it is in virtue of the fourth of our kinds, viz. Cause, 
working through the human mind, that that mind gains credit 
for skill and wisdom (as when, for instance, it trains the body 
to health and repairs its disorders), much more must the heavens 
and the order of nature be recognised as effects of the same 
Cause, operating therein on a grander scale and through a nobler 
and purer mind. It follows from this, that the Cause which is 
the chief of the four kinds, will be supreme in heaven and in 
earth, being the essence of the mind and of the soul of Zeus 
himself.* The result of this inquiry is to establish that Intellect 
rules over all things, and that our intellect is-therefore also akin 
to the fourth or highest of the kinds, 

The next step is to consider Pleasure and Intellect not ab- 
stractedly, but as they are, and to enquire how they arise in 
living creatures. 

The first kind of Pleasure noted is that which arises when the 
constituent elements of the creature tend towards Harmony; but, 
when that harmony is more or less dissolved, pain is the con- 
sequence. This is illustrated by hunger, thirst, heat, and cold, in 
all which there is a tendency to some loss or dissolution, which 
is pain, and in the relief of which there is a return to natural 
completeness, which return is pleasure. A second kind of plea- 
sure (and pain) is in Expectation: this kind belongs to the mind 
alone, without the body participating in it. 

These two classes are considered sufficient for the present 
purpose, and another observation is added,: of which Protarchus 
is told that he will see the importance further on. It is, that 
there must be an ¢nlermediate state of the body, when it is tend- 
ing neither towards completeness nor dissolution of any part; 
when this state prevails, there can be neither pleasure nor. pain. 
Such a state is quite compatible with a life of mere intellect; 
it is also such a life as we may conceive the gods to possess. + 

* That is, of the highest mundane divinity. - The argument is, that altia 
év te Ghw is the highest of all the four kinds ; . but aitia is votg, and vot 
is inseparable from uyy}; consequently, aitia is the ground of the highest 
voi¢ and uy, i. e., that of Zevc. 


+ Page 33, B. The sense I have given here is uot very clearly expressed 
Platonis Philebus. c 
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This, therefore, is another point to be scored in favour of votg 
in its competition for the second prize. 

It is in the second kind of Pleasure, that which springs from 
Expectation and belongs to the mind, that the nature of plea- 
sure and its relation to voig become most apparent. Expectation 
of pleasure must depend upon Memory (that is, not recollection, 
but the state which is the necessary condition of recollection), 
and this memory presupposes Sensation. If the body alone is 
affected, and the movement does not reach to the mind, there is 
no sensation and no memory. In addition to sensation, which is 
the common movement of body and mind, and memory, which 
is the preservation of sensation, we must also notice Recollec- 
tion, which is the rehearsal by the mind alone of the sensations 
which it formerly experienced in common with the body; and lastly, 
Desire. For desire also is a property of the mind and not of the 
body, as may be shown thus: We desire the opposite of that 
which we feel; but desire implies memory of the thing desired; 
for all our relations to things desirable must be either through 
sensation or through memory: but sensation is occupied with the 
present state, whereas desire yearns for the opposite of the pre- 
sent state;* therefore, it must be through memory that desire is 
brought into relation with the thing desired; and hence it follows 
that desire belongs not to the body but to the mind. 

A third state of pleasure (and pain) is, when, whilst the body 
suffers through a present void, the mind is conscious of a former 
satisfaction; in such a case, if there is hope of attaining the de- 
sired satisfaction, the memory of it affords a pleasure simultaneous 
with the bodily pain; but if there be no hope, then there is a 
double pain: a present void in the body, and a consciousness in 
the mind that the satisfaction is unattainable. 

The great importance of this observation is, that it will enable 
us to answer a question, without settling which we cannot hope 
to bring the controversy to an issue: Are there False Pleasures? 

Protarchus denies this, and affirms that deliefst may be true 


in the original as it stands in the Editions: it would come out much more for- 
cibly by the very slight change of ye into te. Ovxotv ottws ay éxeiva TE 
Undpyor, xat lows ovdty dronov ef ndvtwv tay Biwv doth Serdratoc. 

* The same argument is used by Socrates in the Convivium. 

+ I have rendered doEae in this manner; it is on the whole a handier word 
than impressions, but is to be taken in the sense of that word as popular- 


ly used, 
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or false, but that pleasures are all true. And yet, says Socrates, 
we speak of the pleasures of dreams or of madness as false. And 
if it be objected that pleasure is still pleasure though the ground 
of it may be false, surely the same may be said of beliefs also. 
If again it should be said that, in such a case, the belief is false 
though real, but the pleasure is true as well as real, this must 
be shown to arise from some peculiarity in the nature of pleasure 
which differentiates it from belief. But we do not find any such; 
for both alike admit of all other qualities, such as great and small, 
and good and bad. There are also correct and mistaken pleasures 
following on correct and mistaken beliefs. And here it is worth 
while to consider the nature of these doéat in general. What 
we believe, results from a comparison of that which we see or 
feel with that which we remember. This result we record either 
to ourselves or to others. Now, suppose the former case: then 
aman carries the record about with him; and it may be said to 
be written on his mind. Besides this power which writes impres- 
sions upon us, there is another which paints them; that is the 
power by which we recall to the fancy the very images which 
we formerly beheld with our eyes; and when the beliefs are false, 
these images will be false also.' Among these written and painted 
records there will be some which have reference to future time, 
and these are called Hopes. The good man will have true hopes 
and true images of the future, and the bad will have false ones. 
But these images are pleasures, for it was before admitted that 
some pleasures arose from expectation; consequently, there are 
false pleasures, which bad men have, and which are the carica- 
tures of the true pleasures of good men. Having established this 
analogy between dogo and pleasure, Socrates argues that, as only 
those dof, which do not answer to things past or present or 
future, but are false, are admitted to be bad, so those pleasures 
only, which are false, are bad also. Protarchus objects to this, 
that the badness of pleasures has very little to do with their 
falsehood; but Socrates defers his answer to a later stage in the 
controversy, and proceeds to another and stronger proof of the 
possibility of the falsehood of pleasure. When the body is in 
pleasure, and the mind at the same time is apprehensive of pain, 
or the body is in pain and the mind anticipating pleasure, the. 
simultaneous presence of pleasure and pain will produce a similar 
c2 


10 INTRODUCTION. 


effect to the illusion of the eyes when they attribute greater size 
to near objects and less to those more distant. For the im-, 
mediate pleasures or pains will seem greater than they are, in 
proportion to those expected; but that degree of pleasure or pain 
by which they exceed their real dimensions will be false, and 
cause a false belief: so that not only false beliefs cause false 
pleasures and pains, but false pleasures and pains cause false be- 
liefs also. The strongest example of falsehood in pleasure is that 
which is next adduced. If we suppose a state in which there is 
no change either towards satisfaction or dissolution, such a state 
will be one devoid both of pleasure and pain. Now it is true 
that they who maintain the doctrine of a perpetual flux* deny 
the possibility of such a motionless state; but it will be enough 
to suppose that the motion or change is not great enough to 
reach the sense and the mind; and that there is such a condition 
nobody will deny. If a man in this state should say that he has 
pleasure, he would say what is false, and the pleasure which he 
speaks of would be false. But this is the very thing which 
happens when a man is relieved from pain without the acquisi- 
tion of pleasure, and calls this negative state by the name of 
pleasure; for this supposed pleasure is false, since that which is 
neither pleasure nor pain cannot come to be truly either. But 
there is another set of teachers,{ who tell us that these things 
which we have been considering as three, are in fact only two; 
that pleasure is a mere illusion, and is nothing more than the 
removal of pain. Though we shall find reasons for disagreeing 
with them, they have something to teach us. For if we would 
judge rightly of pleasure, we must take in view the Arghest degree 
of it. Now the highest degree of pleasure is that which follows 
the gratification of the strongest desires; but it is in morbid condi- 
tions of the body that the strongest desires arise. Upon this, So- 
crates enters into a painfully vivid description of the mingled sen- 
sations which are produced by the application of relief to an itching 
surface or an inward irritation, and of the intense pleasure alter- 
nating with pain which men in these cases experience. In all such 
instances the pain is the condition of the pleasure; and these may be 


* The schools of Heraclitus and Protagoras. Theetet. 152,180. Sophist, 146. 
+ Antisthenes and the Cynics. A saying is attributed to Antisthenes, Ua 
yelny paAhov 7} votelny. Diog. Laert. 6, 3. 
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classed with the former examples where the body and the mind 
were differently affected, either mingling its pleasure with the 
pain of the other. Then again, the mind by itself has pleasures 
inseparable from pains; for of this nature are all the passions. 
Such is the sweétness of anger, and the indulgence of violent 
grief, and the mimic sympathies with tragic heroes. Nay, in co- 
medy also, the same principle is at work; for ridicule deals with 
that which is evil; e.g. the ignorant conceit of men about their 
wealth or their bodily perfections or their wisdom, is evil, and’ 
it is in such foibles that ridicule finds its objects. When, there- 
fore, we laugh at our friend’s ignorance, we have, it is true, 
pleasure, for laughter is a sign of pleasure; but we have also 
pain, for taking pleasure in a friend’s evil is povog; and pd0- 
vog is unquestionably a pain.of the mind. Thus we see that those 
stern despisers of pleasure are so far right, that there are many 
and intense kinds of enjoyment, which owe their very intensity 
to the pain with which they are connected. 

But then there are other species of pleasure which this School 
has overlooked: pure pleasures not resulting from any previous 
perceptible want, such as those of Sight, when it has for its ob- 
jects beautiful outline or beautiful colour, unassociated with de- 
sire; those of Hearing, when they are of the same kind, and 
those of Smelling. (It is remarkable that Touch and Taste are 
excluded from this list.) And lastly, there are the Intellectual 
pleasures, which are not preceded by any painful want, and the 
loss of which is not followed by any sense of void. 

Such being the Impure and the Pure pleasures respectively, 
which are most truly pleasures? As a little White, if perfectly 
unmixed, is more truly white than ever so great a quantity having 
the admixture of some other colour, so pure and unmixed pleasure, 
however small, is more truly pleasure than a mixed kind, however 
great. Consequently, when we come to the comparison of plea- 
sure and intellect (in order to determine which of the two is the 
predominant element in that Mixed Life, which was found to be 
better than either of them alone), we shall have to remember 
that the pure pleasure is the true kind, and, therefore, that by 
which we must make our judgment. 

But before the judgment commences, Socrates proposes two more 
reflexions concerning pleasure, All things may be divided into 
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two classes; that which exists for the sake of something else, 
and that for the sake of which something else exists. The former 
will include yévectc, temporal existence, that which zs ever becoming; 
the latter, odcia, eternal being, that which 7s; indeed, the entire 
former class exists for the sake of the latter. But whereas 
the Good must be that for the sake of which other things exist, 
pleasure, we are told by certain ingenious men,* is a ypéveotg; 
and if so, it will be in the opposite class to that of the Good. 
And again, if pleasure be a yéveoug, they who make it their good, 
and pursue it, are most irrational; for they pursue also the state 
opposite to pleasure, that of want or desire, on the relief of which 
the generation of pleasure depends; but if pleasure be a genesis 
or production, its opposite is a corruption; so that those who 
choose pleasure as the Good, choose generation and corruption 
rather than pure being. 

There are also. many other absurdities following on the suppo- 
sition that pleasure is the Good, but the greatest, and indeed the 
sum of them all, is that, if it were so, a man would be good in 
proportion to the pleasure of which he partook, and bad in the 
opposite proportion. 

The next step is,, to subject vote and ésicrjun to the same 
process, and to ascertain if here too we shall find purer and im- 
purer sorts. Science is divided into the Productive and the In- 
structive. In the former class, some branches are more immediately 
associated with mathematical science, and others are content, to 
a great degree, with mere guesswork and practical skill. Such a 
difference marks some as more, and others as less, pure. But 
the mathematical sciences themselves may be viewed either as 
they are conversant with absolute properties of figure and number, 
or as dealing. with figures and numbers in the concrete; so that 
we may say there is a twofold arithmetic and a twofold geometry; 
and so in like manner of other mathematical sciences, of which the 
one branch is pure, the other impure. But the pure science above 
all others, is Dialectic; for it is that which has for its object the 
absolute, invariable, and eternal, and which therefore seeks after 
the truest of all knowledge. Other sciences may be more immedi- 
ately useful or imposing, but this is more truly science than all 


* Trendelenburg gives it as his opinion that Aristippus is here meant. 
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others; for whereas they depend on opinions, and are busied about 
mere phenomenal existence, Dialectic deals with immutable realities. 

Having now determined the Pure and Impure both of Plea- 
sures and of Sciences, we are ready to blend them so as to effect 
that combination of which the Mixed Life consisted. But which 
shall we use? To begin with intellect and knowledge, shall only 
the purer sorts enter into the combination? If it were so, there 
would. be an end to all practical life, which is obliged to content 
itself with the imperfect and impure sciences. Therefore we are 
compelled to admit into the combination bofh sorts of intellect 
and knowledge. Shall we do the same with pleasure? Certainly 
not; for while the pleasures themselves would desire an union with 
intellect, as that which should give to them a meaning which they 
have not in themselves, intellect would reject all impure and 
tumultuous delights, as hindering its efforts and stifling its pro- 
ductions; but with the temperate and healthful pleasures, and 
such as walk in the train of virtue, as priestesses in the pro- 
cession of some deity, with these it is willing to have fellowship. 

Having, then, the elements of the mixture, it. remains for us 
to enquire according to what law they must be combined. Now, 
first, no combination can be worth anything which is not a true 
blending: Truth, therefore, is a necessary condition; and if it is 
a condition of combination, and the Good is a result. of combina- 
tion, we must look for the Good in Truth. Again, no mixture 
can be successful which is without Measure; on measure and pro- 
portion all combination depends, and in these, therefore, likewise 
the Good must abide. Lastly, the effect of measure and propor- 
tion is Beauty and symmetry; and thus we conclude that herein 
also the Good is to be found. 

And now, having not indeed a perfect comprehension of the 
Good,* but a knowledge of tho three shapes in which it mani- 
fests itself, we may endeavour to decide the question, which of 
the two, Pleasure or Intellect, is most akin to it. This is easily 
determined, for pleasure is false and fickle, but intellect is either 
the same as Truth or the nearest akin to it: pleasure is in its 
own nature immoderate, but intellect and knowledge depend upon 
Measure: pleasure has so little claim to Beauty, that it often 


* Which Plato thought unattainable. See Republic, vi. 508, 509. 
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shuns the light, and its expression is always unseemly, but in- 
tellect is a stranger to all that is not comely and decent. 

Upon arriving at this conclusion of the whole argument, So- 
crates delivers the joint decision of the disputants in these words: 
Téven 8y psec, © Hedtagye, i720 vt dyyéhov miumav nat magovst 
podtarv, ob Hdovr} uriw odn Fort modtov odd ad devtegov, clda 
modrov pév mn megh wétgov wal to mérouoy nel xaiguov nol move 
OxdcK toLwtta yon vomitey thy aidtov royofar puow. (66, A.) 
We shall presently have to consider the exact reading and in- 
terpretation of these words; it is sufficient for the summary of 
the Dialogue which I have attempted to give, if we gather from 
them that Measure and things partaking of the nature of measure 
are declared. to be the nearest approach to the Good. Next to 
this, and in the second place, Socrates places the Beautiful, the 
Symmetrical, the Self-sufficient and Perfect; the third place is 
given to Intellect and Thought; the fourth to the Sciences, the 
Arts, and Right Beliefs; and the fifth to the Purer Pleasures. 
The Dialogue concludes with a short recapitulation, and a noble 
warning, in forming our judgment of pleasure, not to rely, as 
the meaner soothsayers do, on the teaching of irrational natures, 
but on the oracles of the philosophic Muse. 





Of the difficulties presented by this Dialogue none is so im- 
portant, and at the same time so perplexing, as the assignment 
of places to the five different Classes. 

The classification proposed by Ast needs only to be stated for 
any attentive reader to see that it is perfectly irreconcilable with 
the words of Plato, and with the whole tenor of the argument. 
He arranges them thus:—1. The Definite, which is the vovg Ba- 
culevg, the controlling and arranging principle of the world; 
2. The Indefinite, which is the material substratum on which the 
supreme intelligence is exercised; 3. The Real Synthesis of the 
two former, the Pythagorean xocuoe; 4. The Ideal Synthesis, the 
human intelligence as the reflex of the divine; 5. Pleasure. No- 
thing, as Trendelenburg observes, can be more remote from the 
terms Gvuuergov and xaiov, than the formless and discordant ele- 
ments of matter; nor are vot and mpeovyaic capable of being 
understood as the world of beauty and harmony, the living work 
of the supreme mind. Such manifest violence to the plain words 
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of the author can only be accounted for by the desire of making 
a system for Plato, and the vain notion of helping out his sup- 
posed imperfect strivings after a regular gradation from the most 
absolute intellectual to the most sensual. 

Schleiermacher proceeded on a much more reverent and a 
sounder principle. It seemed to him very remarkable that the 
two competitors whose relative claims the whole Dialogue is oc- 
cupied in discussing, should appear at the final award not as 
second and third, but as fourth and fifth. How could the in- 
troduction of these new claimants be accounted for? His answer 
is, that we must look for the explanation to those treatises to 
which the Philebus is intended to be subordinate and introductory, 
the Timeus and the Republic. As in the former Plato proposed 
to give an account of the constitution of the-world, and in the 
latter, that of human society, he prepares us for both by in- 
timating that in the gradation of Good that which is universal 
must be placed before that which concerns men in particular. 
He accounts for the third place only being assigned to vovdg and 
godvystg by observing that, it is not the divine mind which is 
here intended, but that mind, which is itself an element in the 
Mixture. This mind, according to him, is the éruth spoken of 
above as one of the three conditions of combination. ‘For the 
mind is the sole home of Truth, which first gives a reality to 
things, and it occupies therefore, as a kind of mediator, a middle 
place between the universal generated good, and the particular 
good of man.’ Few readers will be satisfiéd with an explanation 
which accounts for the introduction of new and important matter 
into the very conclusion of an argument, by supposing an anti- 
cipation of what is to be said elsewhere. There is an end to 
the unity of the Dialogue, and, indeed, to all the laws of dis- 
putation, if we are suddenly to be informed of some most im- 
portant doctrines, as to the proof of which we are left to guess 
(for no promise of the kind is held out) that it may be forth- 
coming on a future occasion. But the distribution of Schleier- 
macher is likewise so far unsatisfactory, that he does not explain 
in what respect the second class differs from the first. I cannot 
however assent to Trendelenburg’s objection to his view of the third 
class, that the mind which gives reality to things is the Supreme 
Mind, and consequently can have nothing to do with the voug 
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and oovyois, which are ingredients in the Mixture. For it is 
evident that the meaning of Schleiermacher is, that the mind here 
spoken of gives /o us a sense of the reality of things, and is there- 
fore convertible with ainGe, and is thus a fit intermediate be- 
tween the Universe and Man. But this question will be better 
discussed when we have examined Trendelenburg’s own classification. 

Trendelenburg himself understands the pécgov xal pérguov x. t. é. 
to include all the three conditigns of combination; for, according 
to his view, the first class contains the absolute Idea of Good 
and all those Ideas which are connected with it; and the second 
differs from the first, as being the realisation of these same Ideas 
in the Universe. But it is unaccountable why Plato, if he had 
intended the xalov and dédnGere to occur twice in his enumeration, 
should have suppressed the latter altogether, and mentioned the 
former only in its secondary phasis; and altogether it is a strange 
way of indicating the same things, to designate them, first as ab- 
solute, and then as manifested in forms, by a perfectly distinct set 
of names. But the whole hypothesis rests on a translation which 
the words above quoted will not bear: “et guidguid ejusmodi @ter- 
nam naturam suscepisse credendum est.” In the first place, dxdca 
yoy torte vouifey x. t. & cannot be taken so: for this would 
be expressed by dxdca, toradr bvta, yor) vouitev,—and though the 
order might be changed, the participle would still be indispensable. * 
But even if we conceded such an interpretation, what would be- 
come of moarov wév mn weol pétgov? It is obvious that, in 
such a case, weg has neither meaning nor construction. But, above 
all, such an expression as “to have adopted (or received) the 
eternal nature,” is at variance with the whole method of Plato. For 
if the Good is to be sought for in these things, it must be because 
they are emanations or productions of it; whereas, according to 
this view, the Good 7s superadded to them, and that through 
their seeking it. But no one conversant with the language will 
understand yeyoGar in the sense of magenpéva, or still less of 


* The order has been changed, and most injuriously to the sense, on the 
authority of the Bodleian MS., from tovatta yor to yey toratta. Xpr vowt- 
tewv is plain enough when used of some conclusion, which, but for the argu- 
ment, disputants would not have admitted. But what force or even sense is 
there in saying, ‘all such things as we are bound to believe to have taken 
upon themselves the eternal nature?’ It is therefore evident that we must 
read omdoa totaita, and understand dort. 
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etAnyévet, And then, again, why have we the perfect? In speak- 
ing of a fact which has no reference to any particular time, the 
only proper tense would have been éAdoGo1. Those who feel these 
objections will not need to have them confirmed by a consideration 
of the unsuitableness of the sense thus extorted from them; and 
yet the sense is in itself very objectionable, because it would 
amount to this,—that Plato having sought, by a laborious ar- 
gument, for that which had most affinity with the Good, at last 
found it~—in the Idea of the Good! The continual allusions to 
this search, finding its neighbourhood, coming to its threshold, 
its taking refuge with the Beautiful and the like, all point to the 
true reading of the passage, which, by the slight change of ‘HIP 
into "HYP, removes all the objections alleged above.* It will 
not be necessary to do more than point out the other miscon- 
ceptions on which Trendelenburg’s explanations are built, viz. the 
supposed opposition between yoyotau: and yeveas, which is an- 
nihilated by the particle at, which shows that azolher kind is 
spoken of; and the notion that the third kind is the Idea con- 
sidered subjectively, the Idea in so far as it is the ground of 
human knowledge. Surely if the Idea is not just this and no- 
thing else, it is a mere abstraction, and Plato would not bid us 
look for the Good in that. 

Stallbaum’s view will be at once understood from the classi- 
fication with which he accompanies that of Plato. 1. 10 altiov. 
2. td Evupicydpevov. 8. 10 aitiov “at to mégas. 4, 10 xadagov 
mégag. 5. td x0%agov ameioov. Those who look for realities in 
Plato, and who believe that Plato looked for them himself, will 
never be brought. to admit that his own desire—paSeiv TELQaGDaL 
ti mov y 7 aviednm nat to wart mépunev dyadov, not tiv idéov 
adtyy elvoi mote wavtevtéov (64, 4) could be satisfied with a barren 
dialectic scheme, or that he would offer such a result to his readers. 
There is not a single hint (and we know how fond Plato is of 
hints) to show that he any longer dwells upon the fourfold divi- 
sion of yévy, propounded before. Nor does the classification of 
Stallbaum at all tally with that of Plato; for 10 pérgov xal ro 
wétoloy xat tO xeigrov xat nav ondca toradta is such a way of 
expressing the Idea of the Good (which Stallbaum rightly looks 


* For a further discussion of this point see Notes on the Text. 
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upon as synonymous with atziw)* as nobody would ever have 
thought of, unless he had been predetermined by some theory to 
find that meaning in the words: and this remark applies to many 
other interpreters of the passage under consideration.t As to 
the second class,—to Euuuroyouevoy is, doubtless, equivalent to ta 
évrx; but I deny that ta dvra are intended, or could be con- 
veyed, by such a periphrasis as t0 Guuuetgoy nal xaddv, nal to 
téleov nol fxavdv, xal mav® dmdoa tho yevedig av rovens eoriv. 
The only. observation that need be made as to the third class, 
is, that it is a confusion in place of a division. The votg which 
is ofrla, (A), may be considered as mégac, that is, the absolute 
Mind may be thought of only as contemplating its own Ideas. 
And, again, the vovg which is mégac, (B), may be considered as 
so far aitie, that it imitates the productions of the vovg¢ which 
is eftiv, But B is identical with the fourth class, or émorjuct, 
and A is liable to the same objection as Trendelenburg’s expla- 
nation; namely, that such a view supposes us to look for the 
Good in that which is no thing, but the mere common, name or 
property of two things. 

I will now venture to offer my own solution of these difficulties. 

The Good which appeared most suitable for man was found in 
the combination of two human conditions. It is reasonable, then, 
to expect that in combination universally we approach most nearly 
to the universal Good; but combination depends upon three 
things—Measure, Beauty, Truth: and wherever we trace these, 
the Good cannot be far off. Now, we trace Measure in 10 pé- 
tgLov, to xaiguov, and all that evinces adaptation of ove to another; 
Beauty in to xadev, to ixavov, to tédeov, and all that is complete 
and harmonious 7 itse/f; Truth (subjective) in the votd¢ xai mad- 
vyoig of man, as that wherein the real is distinguished from the 
seeming, and the eternal from the accidental: votg 8 qrot tawbrov 
acl GlyPera sor, 7 mavtov Owoidtetor. (65, D.) But why do the 
three occur in this order? Not because there is any superiority 
of mgeoBeie or dvvamig in any of them, as in the case of taye- 
90v, but because there is a difference between them as to priority 

* Phed. 97, foll. Tim. 30. a. Rep. 508, foll. Nevertheless, I entirely agree 
with Trendelenburg, that to&yaSdv and o Symrovpyds were held by Plato to be 
quite distinct. 


+ The very multiplication of kindred adjectives is a proof that we are to 
find one object in many, not to contemplate an Idea in itself. 
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in thought, or because the sphere in which they are exhibited 
differs as to extent. Everything ‘in the whole universe presents 
an example of to wérgiov in some form or other; this, therefore, 
comes first. One of the results of this adaptation is the per- 
fection of individual things as to beauty or use (to ixavov): and 
this, being a result and part of the former, is placed after it. 
The least comprehensive of the trio is Intellect and Thought; to 
these therefore, as the embodiment. of Truth, (whence it is plain 
that the pure speculative faculty is meant) the third place is as- 
signed. In the fourth place come the subordinates of vows, viz. 
the Sciences, the Arts, and Right Beliefs. Nor are we unpre- 
pared for this division, since all along vot¢ has been used to 
express either the Divine Intelligence or the Human indifferently; 
whereas it is to the latter that, the practical faculties belong so 
that when the corresponding division to that of 7dovei had to 
be made, it was made not in vows, which did not admit of it, 
but in the éxotjuo. The Pure Pleasures will naturally come 
next in order. 

It may be objected that something more than a greater extent 
of sphere is implied in the question in p. 64, c: Ti dq & tH 
Evuplét timea@tatov ape not wadior’ altcov x. t. & which 
is answered by naming to pérgoy: with the further remark that 
from pétoov xadkocg necessarily flows, so that the first would seem 
to be upheld as the antecedent condition, and the second as one 
of the effects of that condition. In like manner also it may be 
said that the third, which in the inquiry figures as déAyGeco, but 
in the declaration of the verdict is called vot¢ xal poovnas (a 
variation which is accounted. for by the paragraph at the end of 
p. 63, ‘O dé y’ ajuétegog Adyog x. 7. é.) is spoken of as necessary 
to the xgccrg, only because, as had been formerly said, without 
Truth “no true mixture can be made, nor, being made, exist”; 
so that this also is inferior to the first, because, though it is a 
condition as the other is, it is one in the quality of the ingre- 
dients, and not lying in the very conception of all mixture. 

But this mode of explanation does not help us when we come 
to enquire why éAjGeo is postponed to xaddoc; why, if So- 
crates had intended to bring these three as rival claimants into 
competition, and to assign them their places according to their 
comparative merits, he should have made that remarkable state- 
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ment at the beginning of p. 65, Odnxody ef py pie duvvapeta ldég 
tayatov Ongevoat, Guvtgior x. t. é.; and lastly, why, in mention- 
ing ‘the three, which he does seven or eight times, he observes 
no order, but places any one of them indifferently in the middle 
or at either extreme of the. series. 

It must be remembered that the main object of enquiry is to 
ascertain the relative claims of Intellect and Pleasure to the name 
of Good, and that the question arising out of this is, not What 
is the Good, but Where is it? To such a question the first answer 
would naturally. be iz Measure, which is the largest sphere, (be- 
cause Measure contains all things,) and in things according to 
Measure, which are in fact all things made conformably to the 
great pattern, the 0b vexe, according to which the supreme atria 
works, In brief, the wider and more populous region deserves 
the first mention in a question of dwelling-place, or place of ma- 
nifestation, such as has here been the object of search. If we 
do not understand Plato thus, there is no other possible way of 
understanding him except as intending to tell us that mere Form 
is a better thing than Beauty, and Beauty than Reason, which 
is quite incredible. 

This way of explaining the enumeration of the classes is very 
different from that which is given in an author quoted by Sto- 
beus Eel. Eth. ii. 6, 4, THodtov wiv yao ayadov tiv iWéav adtyy 
amopaiverat, Omeg éotl Peiov xal ywouotov’ devregov dé to é Meo- 
vycews nal ndovic cuiFetov, Omeg viowg Soxst nat avtd eivor teos 
tig avdgurivov bang: toftov adttjv xaf ovtyv tiv poovysi: té- 
tagtoy tO 2% tov émiotyuay ual teyvav Guvsrov' méumtov avtyy 
xa avryv tov noovyv. This division is expressly referred to the 
Philebus; but when we consider that the writer was himself 
making a system of Plato’s definitions, and dividing them under 
the heads ra yéver, toig tomo1g, toig eldsor, we are prepared for 
a little straining of his author to suit his theory. The objections 
to this'theory are the same as have been urged against Stall- 
baum, and may be summed up in this, that such a division is 
not reconcilable with the language of Plato. At the same time, 
I do not deny that Measure and all its cognates, are, according 
to Plato, the zearest approach to the Idea, nor that the xorveg 
Biog in its quality of fxevov will come under the second deno- 
mination, in that it partakes of it; but in a discussion as to 
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what causes make a certain thing an object of choice, in ascer- 
taining which, we find the Good, it is absurd to class the thing 
itself as one of the results of our search. Else indeed, it might 
be thought to have an equal right to the jirst place; but Plato 
seems to have confined this to the instances of antecedent suttable- 
ness, or of the modes of combination, and to have reserved for 
the second those things which owe their own excellence to such 
combinations. 

The parts in this Dialogue which are confessedly Pythagorean, 
namely the power of Number, the elementary and opposite pro- 
perties of xégag and ameigov, and the distinction between Empiri- 
cal and Mathematical knowledge as applied to music, could not 
be better illustrated than by setting before the reader the Ex- 
tracts from Béckh’s PAt/olaus, and the fragments of Philolaus 
himself, which bear upon these topics. These will be found in 
the Appendix. A few other Extracts from different authors are 
added in order to illustrate various matters touched upon in the 
course of the Dialogue. 

For all other more or less certain information, such as the 
bearing of the Philebus on the rest of the Platonic doctrines, 
the date of its composition, its intrinsic value as a contribu- 
tion to Moral Philosophy etc., I must leave the reader to those 
who profess. to teach them; I have been content to confine my- 
self to the task of endeavouring to understand what appeared 
on the face of the text, and of ascertaining as far as possible 
the very words of the author, unencumbered by the additions of 
ignorant men, and set free from the blunders of negligent tran- 
seribers. I have trusted no other MS. authority save that of the 
Bodleian in the first place, and of the Coislinian in the second. 
Where these guides have failed to satisfy me, I have endeavoured 
to constitute the text according to the principles of Criticism, 
without caring to suit the taste or to defer to the prejudices of 
any School. Much that I had spared, and even tried to defend, 
in a former Edition I now unhesitatingly condemn, whether I 
have seen my way to correcting it or not. I have known critics 
to be charged with making difficulties and fancying faults for the 
pleasure of displaying their ingenuity in conjecture. The charge 
shows a thorough ignorance of the very frame of mind in which 
a critical scholar is obliged to work: such an one well knows 
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that, if he durst so tamper with his own sense of truth, he would 
most certainly and speedily injure the one instrument on which 
he relies for success, his judgment. Others there are who treat 
all conjecturing as at best an effort of wit, and a pretty pastime. 
Such persons seem not to have considered that, if the dmegov of 
verbal criticism consists of changes of similar letters and com- 
pendia, transpositions, bracketings and indications of hiatus, the 
négac which is to bring these elements to a yéveoig is, not a dithy- 
rambic ecstasy which exults in its own contortions and tosses 
about wildly whatever it picks up, but a cold, severe, watchful 
calculation of probabilities, which shuns all outbreaks of fancy as 
interruptions of its work. But why should any one try to expostu- 
late with the gainsayers? Some of them are too ignorant of the 
language to see any faults, and therefore cannot see the use of 
corrections. And yet it is useless to tell them so, for they can 
count on the applause of the many hundred minds which they 
have perverted. Some have tried verbal criticism and failed; and 
hate the pursuit which would not gratify their vanity and yield 
them fame. Let us dismiss the former with: 
evdatmovigoy dyhog zkémdnté os. 
and the latter with: 
andholev alnGer, exe od duorvysic; 

The only kind of observation to which I do not feel indifferent, 
is the imputation of having offered the corrections of others as 
my own. But this I anticipate by saying that I possess no 
edition of Plato later than that of Didot, and no Philological 
journal except the two series of the Mnemosyne. If any one 
has claims on aught that appears in this Book, let him give me 
the opportunity of righting him, and I shall be thankful for it. 
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1. “Oga db}, Hedtagye, tive Adyov wédherg maga DidyBov 


p. 11 
Steph. 


>? ~ = ~ 
déxeoIar vi nai medg tiva voy mag ftv augeoBynreir, gav B 


, AY ~ 3 , 
HY GOL uate vory 7 Aeyomevos. 


EXGTEQOY ; 
IPQ. Tew wév ovy. 


Bovder ovyxepadowowpes 


22. DilnBog wév coivy ayaddr eivad por t6 yatoey mor 


, > x c A ‘A , : , 0 Lag - nf bf Ug 
Cworg nak try Fdovny nai téewrr, xai Goa tov yévoug zoti Tov- 
Tov diuqava’ tO 68 mag huay aupioPrytne éori uy tovre, 
2 ~~ ~ wae ‘ 
alla tO. poovety nai 66 voeiv nai TO mEerATIou nai Ta TOTOY 


Tipérapxe] The dialogue is supposed 
to commence at the moment when So- 
erates turns from Philebus to Protar- 
chus. When the speaker changes his 
address from one person to another, or 
from several to some one or more out 
of the whole number, o is often 
omitted before the vocative, as in 
Parm. 136); Symp. 216 a, 217 B; Eu- 
thyd. 296 E; Prot. 358 5, 359.4; Phileb, 
124, 288. The same omission also 
takes place when the speaker is repre- 
sented as calling in an especial manner 
on the attention of the person addressed ; 
as in Gorg. 489 a, 521.4 (where Cal- 
licles would fain let the conversation 
drop), Symp. 172 4, 175 4, 2138; Hu- 
thyd. 293, 294c, 295p. In Symp. 
173 EB, if a second @ratpo¢g is speaking 
(which is probable on other grounds), 
the omission may be accounted for in 
the same manner. I confess that in 
Phedr. 2614, Soph. 220d, 234, Hu- 
thyd, 300 a, the reason is not so evident: 
though in the first three instances there 
is a suspension of the argument, and 
an appeal to the person addressed. 

Gyabdv] Not tayaSév: for Philebus’ 

Platonis Philebus. 


assertion is not represented.as being 
one about The Good in itself, but merely 
this; that pleasure, and that which is 
akin to it, has a right to the name of 
good in its proper signification, which 
Socrates denies, while claiming the name 
for mind, knowledge and all things 
belonging to that class. 

tépv] Why not tiv tépiv? Pro- 
bably because verbal forms of this kind 
have less of the nature of the noun 
than dpety}, Sd&a, ySovxj; and because, 
as denoting a process, and not a sta:e, 
they cannot assume the article without 
being thereby confined to a particular 
instance. é 

py tatra] not dyad elvar, but 
dpetva ylyveoSo:, which is equivalent 
to Mpewov etvar talra ylyvecta. I 
have no doubt that tao y ySovic 
is an interpolation. A still worse one 
is Suvatot¢, which was probably in- 
serted to fill up a lacuna caused by 
the obliteration of the syllable TO. 
There is no way of avoiding an absurd 
repetition, but to make petaoyety a 
new subject, and this cannot be done 
without the article. 
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ab Evyyevn, ddkgav & dgIny nai 


dlndIeig Loytomots, [cys y Hdo- 


~ 7 , > ~ . 
C vig] cuetvo nai Ade ylyvecIou Evpurcco.y, Goameg avrdy duvarc 
pee aE TO [sawecnteg dé HEROOy Ay cpehiucitaror ccav- 


Ty elvae QOL tots ovol VE note Eoomevots. luca ou ott 7EWS 


Aéyouer, © DidnBe, Excvegor; 


“i z 
OL Tldvtwv wév ovv udhiora, o Swxgates. 


oie, ~ : t , 
SQ. Aéyer J} tovtov tov viv. diWWduevor, w& Ieuragye, 


oyov ; 


IIPQ. ?Avdyun déxeo9ou* DidnBos yao tiv 6 xadog azel- 


onxer. 


SQ. Asi Oi) mEeQi adtdv todny marti cadndég mH mEQaY- 


Siva ; 
IIPQ2. Asi yee ovv. 


XQ. PTI d7, med¢ vovtorg SropohoynowuEeda zai code. 


TIP2. To motor; 


32. ‘Qe viv hudy Exdregos Fev Woyig xai diddeoy azc0- 
gaivey tev eiyeronoer thy dvvameryny avd-gumorg méor tov Biovy 
eldaluova magéxerr. &Q ovy OTWS; 


TIP2. Ottw pév ovr. 
22. 
poovety; 
TPQ. *Eow tava. 
32. Tid ay 


> ww CC ow \ ‘ ~ , Cc ow go Fs oa ~ 
Ovxnody VMELG Lev tH TOV YQALOELY, NuELS re) av Ty TOV 


Gly tig xpetttwy tovtar pari; uey ovz, 


E dy wév Hoorn uchdov qpaivyrae Evyyenic, prrdueda pev appo- 
regor tov tattyy éxovtog BeBaiws Biov, xpatei 0” 6 tig iOovijg 


12 rod tig Pooryjaecueg ; 


Aéxe] It is a fond fancy of one of 
the Editors that S¢yecSat td SdSdpe- 
yov is a proverb; and that the answer 
"Avaéyxn is‘in allusion to this. In the 
passage quoted for the purpose (G@org. 
499, C) td Tapdv ev noteiv is the popular 
saying referred to. The oracle given 
to Myscellus Sdpov & 6 te SO Tes 
énalvet, “be content with your portion” 
is quoted indeed by the Paroemio- 
graphers, but it is not alluded to here. 
I take this opportunity of restoring 
another proverbial saying to one of the 
so called Platonic Dialogues. (Amatores 
134, 8.) "Ey pév, «@ Vwxpates, opny 


6 heyowevov 547 tovto Kal viv yvdva.. 
Read xdv Uv yvavar. See Laches 196, 
D, and the Scholium thereon. 

8idGeowv] The place of this word and 
its redundancy, to say nothing of the 
technical character~ of the word itself, 
incline me to put xak Sté3ecw in 
brackets. 

tauryy txovros] The common reading 
is TAUTO, «which is explained as referring 
to to xpeltto avijvat; but though 
#yety might be used in such a sense, 
Zyewv BeBatws shows that a real pos- 
session is intended,—that is, the f&ts 
xak Seaeore buy spoken of above. 
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TIP2. Nai. 


ZQ. “Av O& ye Poojasr, mn wEév Podvyorg tiv Hdoriy, F 


ITP2. “Euoi yovr doxei. 


Cw ~~ oc c , , rw ~ 
YEtarar; TavI ovtwg OuohoyovuEeva Pate, 7 Os; 


XQ. Ti dé OiiBe; ci gis; 
@L. “Euoi wév_ eves vendv jovi done te nai ddke* od 


6&, Howraeye, attog yrwoer. 
HPQ. 
utguog eng tig Qdg Swxodty 


x ~ 
Tlagadovcg, & DidnBe, iyty cov hoyov otx ey et 
“Omohoyiag 9) nai covvertior. 


Ol. ‘Alndi héyerg’ GALA ¥deQ apoorodpucn nai wagrieouce B 


viv adbtiy tiv dedv. 
TIPQ. 


x Cc ~ ‘, >) > ~ U Ww 
Kat nusig oor tovrwr y aviary ovpmaetvees av 
x td ~ > a , 
einer, [wg vair éheyes a Aéyetc]. 


GAde O1) te meta tabd? 


Ekijc, @ Bobugares, Guws nai werd DidijBov éxdveog 7) Omwg ay 


Béhy mergupeda megaivey. 


Nor again is it conceivable that Plato 
would indicate these by a neuter plural, 
or by any plural at all, since they are 
not really two things, but the same 
thing differently viewed. The confusion 
between the apostrophus and the com- 
pendium for yy is one of the com- 
monest which occur in manuscripts. I 
have changed tov t. @. into tov T. @. 
It “is ridiculous to appeal to Greek 
Tragedy as a standard of prose syntax. 
The { ispurious passage in the Birds (v. 
420) xpateiv av 7 Tov éySpav, is worthy 
of ikon gereiv which follows it. 

A . Arrarar] I formerly proposed 
tH¢ 8 Arata, but this would be al- 
most as much a repetition as the other. 
Perhaps the redundancy is due to the 
construction with pév, which was wanted 
for the sake of emphasis. 

Boxed re kal Sdga] Unless we are 
prepared to suppose with Stallbaum 
that a certain climax is intended in 
these words, ‘videtur, et vero etiam vi- 
debitur’ we must believe tz to be in- 
dispensable, though ‘all the MSS.’ (that 
is, two independent sources, and the 
copies made from them) omit it. 

airds yvooe] Literally, yourself 
shall determine; you shall do as you 
please. Gorgias 505, c. Sw. Etev- th 
OvY Totvjoouev; weTaed Tév Adyov xaTa- 


AVowev; Ka. Autos yore. Eurip. 
Ton 1356 [Iu3.:° AaBev uy aura tay 
Texovcay éxnévet. “Lwv: "Aoid8’ éréd- 
Ow nacay, Evpdinns s: Spous ; Ts. 
yoo dS airds.—for this is the true 
reading of that passage. See also Thu- 
cyd. A, 99, init. and Xen. Hell. v, 1. 
34, where the men implicated in the 
bloodshed autol yvovtes aNHASOv ex THC 
KoplvSov. 

Ghoorotpar] J set myself free from 
the pollution; I disclaim all share in the 
guilt. This was done by a variety of 
trifling formal acts, such as pretending 
to spit, &c., or by the use of certain 
words. Hence, in the. later Greek 
writers, to do anything -for form’s sake 
and without serious purpose, is Spay 
tt dolas ydptv or Gaov apoardscaarut. 
In the Attic authors 1 know of no in- 
stance where the words are thus used 
without some accompanying notion of 
the discharge from a ‘religious obliga- 
tion or compliance with a religious ce- 
remony. 

[os ratr eeyes 2 Ayes] A most un- 
necessary addition after Tovtwv auTey, 
or rather a false gloss, for tobTwr av- 
Tov means tod apoouicaasal oe xal 
paptupacita: tiv Jedv. 

H dtras adv. €éXy] A polite way of 
implying 7 Bla PiadxPov. 
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SQ. Tegaréov, an’? advijgt 68 tijg Jeot, Nv 80° “Agpeodi- 
ryy per héyeo9ad gor, td 0 aAndéocacoy advig vow’ 760- 
vi Elvan. 

TIP2. ’Oedétare. 

XQ. Td S &udv dé0c, @ Towragye, cet mQdg ve Tov Jewy 
dvéuar’ obn Zou nav’ &vPowmor, Ghhe méoa vod weyiotov po- 
Bov. nak viv civ pév “Aqeodicyy, By “neivy pilor, covry 
moocayogeteo’ thy 8° dori 01d? cg Zor morxthor, ei Orceg 


Cc 


¥ - connie 
elov, am enelyyng Huds aoxouévoug evFvuetoda det nat ox0- 
~ a c ~ 
welv Fev prow eye. ore yoo, axovew pév ovtwsg amhas, 
> , 2 
&y vt, mogpag Oé Ofscov mavtoiag EtdnpEe nai TEVA TQEdTOY aVO- 
‘ x > 2 , 
D polovg GAdyoug. ié yoo, YOsoIon ev paper cov cxnodcorat- 
> » ca G A A bY ~ 3 > ~ or 
vovt’” avFowzcorv, HOecdor dé nai Tov GwPgovorrt avi Tw 
~ x > t 
copooreiv’ HdecIou dé nai cov evoyraivoyca xat avontwv Jdo- 
~ by ~ P] P) ~ 
Edy nai enidwy pweotdy, Hosoda 0° ad cov Poovovre avtw 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ d C , 
tT poaietr AOL TOUTWY TOV ‘dove éxorégas TOS Y TLC Omoias 
GhAnhoug eivae héywr ovz avdytog paivors’ EvOLnWG ; 
TIPQ2. Eioi wey gee an évartioy, @ Sdugares, abr 
moayudtwr, ov wy advral y ahinhoug évartia. meg yee Torn 
E >? nd ~ Ay 2 . i z oN yw ~ ) >, s *€ F ~ , = 
y? HOorvy [ur] ovy Oporotacoy ay Ein, TOUT avTO EXLT@, MAY 
TOY LONUCTOY ; 


an airhs 5€] Some MSS. have 8%. 
It is impossible to decide between them 
while the rest of the sentence remains 
faulty. Every one will perceive that 
dptapyeverc, or dpxtéov, or some word 
to that effect, must have dropped out. 

Td 8 éudv Séos] That this was the 
real feeling of Socrates as well as of 
the men of his time is plain from many 
passages. Compare Cratylus 400, E 
where nevertheless he regards the cur- 
rent names of the Gods as of human 
invention. The fear is that there is 
more risk of offending “Agpoditn, by 
giving her a new name, though even 
the old one is not certainly correct, 
or free from offence. 

*xelvg] This pronoun is here used in 
preference to tavty, because the person 
is in her own nature remote sand in- 
visible. In the next sentence, an éxel- 
vas, is put for dxd tavths, on account 
of énep etnov; which makes ySovy) ap- 


pear not as the present subject, but as 
that of a former proposition. 

ovrws Gms] There has been a 
strange scruple, whether these words, 
which are so commonly joined together, 
can be so here; and recourse has been 
had to the expedient of a comma in 
order to separate them. In the double 
contrast which follows it is to be ob- 
served, that on one side the healthy 
desires and the healthy intellect are 
themselves the sonrce of the satis- 
faction, aura wo Gweppovety, aut TH 
poverty, whereas their opposites are but 
the channels of pleasure. This is why 
he adds dvorjtav dofdv xat érridev 
weary. 

was yap «. tT. &] We have above 
muds ovx dv palvorte, which is the or- 
dinary construction. The yy is noth- 
ing more than a result of carelessly 


reading HAONHIOYX. 
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\ x ~ x 
XQ. Kat yoq yoduc, & doupdne, [yowmatt] xara y advo 
~ ?» > ~ ~ ~ 
tovt’ otdéy dolce, tO xowu’ siver wav? td ye wiy pélav vO 


gee , , € A ~ 
Aevagy mavteg yuyvwoxnouev WG 7O0G Ti dLapooOY Elven xi 


\ 
EVAYTLETATOV Ov TUYyovEL* xHxCL 


On vot oxic [oxnuot] nave 


a S. t t mi ee a A ‘ , ~ rd > ~ 
TAVEOY YévEL MEV EOTL LAY EV, TH O& LEON TOL MEOEOLY ALTO 


> \ 
ca wév évartidtar a&ddrhois, te 08 Ocaqpogdtnr éyovta jugiay 18 


TOV TUYLCVEL 


nai OM ErE@ 


ottag EyorP ebonoouer,. Wore 


E ¢ ~ , , ~ 
tovuy ye tH Adyw yo mlotEve, TH mevta Tovartidtad ev 


JVOLODYTL. 
évartinc. 


poBovpuoe dé pH tLvag HOovds HOovaic ebenoouey 


JTIPQ. “Tows: cade vi covP Hucy Blower tov Adyov; 
32. “Or meocayogeveas ait? avdpor Ov étéow, PHoo- 
> 4 , \ 2 ‘ , 2 \ Cop \ \ 
uev, Ovopate. héyerg yao ayada mayer etvar ta HOéa. TO eV 
3 \ > Cos 3 NC ge 4 > ‘ 2 ~ vo 
oby un ory HOH eivae ta NHO&a Adyosg ovdsig cuproByret* xaxnc O 
vw > > . N 2 Ra ee Oe , c , x 
OVE COTCY TA OAAG nat ayaa Jé, WS Nusis Power, Omolws ov 

t > taees > , Cc ~ WwW > # Ys ~ , 

moocayogevets [ayad avra,] ouohoywr av avouor sivar tH hoyy, 


[Xpepart]] This addition is due to 
some blunderer, who made two sen- 
tenees out of one. Had xatdé y’ been 
the beginning of a new sentence we 
should have had some conjunction. The 
same reason applies to oyyjpatt. Any 
one may see how much elegance is 
gained by their omission. 

puplav] This is to be understood not 
of the number of differences, but of the 
extent of some particular differences. 
Comp. Apolog. 23, c. év nevia puplg 
elut. 

bopodie 8 ph] Compare, among 
other passages, Rep. 451, 4; Phado 
84, ¥, poBetote vy Sucker, and Arist. 
Nub. 498, Sdouxd o°, w npeoBita, wy 
TANYOV. Séer. 

"Or mporayopetas)] Because, my side 
will say, you call all these, though un- 
like each other, by a new common name. 
This would be assuming a second ground 
of agreement between them; for that 
they agree in being pleasures is proved 
by their common name of pleasure; but 
it does not follow that they agree in 
anything else, as, for instance, in being 
good. But if Protarchus asserts that 
they are all alike, and yet must con- 
fess that they are not alike good, he 
is bound to mention some other ground 


of likeness. Socrates therefore cannot 
be introduced as asking him for a proof 
that they are ¢ya3¢, but as wanting 
to know, forasmuch as they do not agree 
in this respect, in what else they do 
agree. But the received text makes 
him say: “You know they are not all 
“good, and you are ready to admit that 
“they are so far unlike; and yet you 
“eall them all good”: which is so ab- 
surd that I have changed Syms into 
duotuc, and put dyaS avta and ayasov 
eivat in brackets. The worse MSS. have 
mavta before ov. Had Plato written it, 
he would certainly have placed it imme- 
diately next to aura; but it is due to 
a misconception of the meaning, caused 
by Spws. I have supplied ay after 
dpohoyay, te before tats, and tai¢ be- 
fore ayadaic for obvious reasons. The 
restoration of dv is necessary for the 
sense; it was probably absorbed by the 
following | word. 

TH hoya] This belongs to dvd yore : 
for meoaayopevety implies Sve, and 
the ground of the Svowa is in the d¢- 
yos or description. It is worth while 
to quote a passage from the Laws 
which bears on this point, and which 
has been suffered to remain hitherto in 
a very corrupt state. Legg. 895, 896, 
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él tig o& meoccvaynator. ti ovv Jn vabvoy éy te Taig KomcS 
duolwg wai ev taig dyadais évdv mcoag Hdords [cyaddr irae] 
TE QOOHYOQEVELS ; 

TIPQ. dg Aéyerg, & Seneates; ole yag tive [ovyywe?- 

ceotat,] Féuevov Hdoviy elven tayaddr, els” avébeoFai oov hé- 
C yovtog tag pév elvat tivag ayaddas Tovas, tag dé TLVES [évé- 
oac] atta xoxeg; * 

XQ. 2AAV ody evomotovg ye pioeg abrdg addjhats elvae 
“OL tivag evartiac. 

TIP. Ovte xa® Goov y Hove. 

32. Tdhy cig cov advév pegdueda loyor, @& Hodcragyze. 
otd’ dg’ Hdoviy Adovag drépogor, akc mdoug omotas elvou 
gnoousr, noi td wagadelywara huds ta viv Oi hexdéve’ ovdev 
riredoney, secdmeda Jé nai 2govuer Gzceg 01 mavtwv povho- 

D tarot ve regi Adyous Gc nal véor. 

JIPQ2. Te moice dn déyerc; 

XQ. “Or o& pmovpsvog eyo nal c&pvvduevog éav rola 
léyery Og TO avomordtardy zat TH GvomoLotaty mévTWY ojO0Ld- 


"Kotte (tt) mov dlya Stapovpevoy gv only that they refuse to see it. Nor 
Gaotg te xar év aprIuq. toutw 8x could a new independent clause be 
<6 xat’ dottpov dvoua mtv “Aptiov, added by means of xal .. ovdtv in 
Adyos SE, "ApeSpds Stapovusvos el¢ tom place of ovdd. ; 
Svo pépy. ..- Mav ovy ov tavtéy retrdpeOa}] The common reading is 
Exatépws mpooayopevousv, av te tév netoacdueda, but some of the better 
ASyov dpwtedpevor todvou.a arosSapev, MSS. have netpwwesa, and the best of- 
av te tobvopa tov Adyov, “aptiov” dvé- all, the Bodleian or Codex Clarkianus, 
pate, xal Ady, “Slya Starpovmevov merpdueda. The common reading is 
dpeSpov” mpocayopevovtes tautév ov; probably the conjecture of a copyist, 
ReOns cats Ki & ate tods’ otwc Cyov, who felt that a future was wanted. It 
ap’ err (tt) nododpev, a txavedc Sé- will not be expected that I should 
Seakrar buyyy x.t. & (A little lower adduce any proof in support of so ob- 
down after yevouévn supply oaveion ye.) vious a correction as that introduced 
[cvyxwphoerBor]] As cite depends into the text. The critic who approved 
immediately on the participle Jéuevov, if of my correction, but at the same time 
we retain ovyywerceo3at we have two wondered that, in finding it, I did not 
infinitives ovyywpriceoSa: and dvéEe- also find that xal épovpev was spurious, 
o3at with an equal right to a position does not appear to have considered 
which cannot beloug to more than one, that pzo¢ueta is connected with metos- 
unless we suppose this to be Greek: peSa, and prcouev with gootpev. “We 
voulCw omoatvat tous avSpurous olve- shall be in the condition of unpractised 
Sévrag dpaptetv. “Erdpag is the sup- disputants, and talk their language”. As 
plement of a man who had never heard ozvddtator does not refer to any other 
of tag pév twas. avdétne but that in the art of dis- 
titrpdokuv] The MSS. have titpw- putation, I have transposed xa) from 
oxet. But it cannot be said that “these before mepl to before véor. 
examples do not damage them” ; but 
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2 c aA ; ~ 
tarov, EFw tava oot héyerv, nai pavoiweta ye vewtegor tod 
a s ££ , ig ~ 
déovtos, ual 6 Adyog Huiv exsceoory oixnoereu. mddiv otv at- 
ma p) Fe wl win’ Poor OW vs a , Py ” 
tov avangorvupeda, ral tay av LovtEeg Eig Tag Guolag Lows KY 
3 
mug aAddnhowg ovyywonoo er. 


ITPQ2. Aye noe; 5 E 


? ~ 
SQ. Eué Fé imo oot ach éwrduevor, w Medcagye. 


TTP2. Toé noiov dn; 


apie ~ 
XQ. Oodrynoig ve nai écrocnun nat voig nai xcv9’ dadoa 
> 3 x 
On wat aexag dyad Féuevog eixov [ayaIdr], Orvegutwpevog 6 tb 
> > st) ~ 
NOT OTL Tayaddr, dQ ov tattoy mEloorvTcL TOVI brEQ 6 OO¢ 


Loyos; 


TP2. Ws; 


32. Tolhai # at Evvéncooe énroviuce dogovow elvae 


* > 7s , * ~ 2 ¥ 
“OL avOmoLoL tivEeg avto@v aAdnhate. 


? \ *. > , 
él O& Kal évartice m7 


ylyvovtat tiveg, ag’ &&vog ay etyy tov, [dualéyeodau viv,] ei 
gopydeig torr’ aivd undewioy avduoroy qpainy éntotiuny éere- 
, , y > Cm 4 ¢ 4 c ~ 
orn yiyverdor, xaed nuty ovtog 6 hoyog Wore pidog 
cucohduevog otxo.to, adtoi 6& owloiue? ent tivog ahoytag; 


vedtepor tod Séovros] Luthyd. 295 v, 
dpyarotepos ef tov Sdovtoc. The latter 
is obviously the familiar expression, 
and that in the text a play upon it. 

Gvakpovdpela] This figurative ex- 
pression, which is properly used of 
backing a ship, bas induced some to 
believe that éxneouy olyrjcetat is part 
of the same metaphor. But in all the 
instances given, éxninterv is used of 
the casting away of @ voyager, not of 
the stranding of a vessel. Its use here 
is rather singular, but it probably 
means nothing more than having failed. 
Why avaxp. is in the middle voice, and 
whether avtév is genuine, others must 
determine. Perhaps we should read 
autodev. 

ras Spolas] We must supply AaBdac. 
The Scholiast explains the phrase as 
a metaphor from wrestling. Socrates, 
therefore, proposes that they should 
resume their former position as dispu- 
tants, in order that he may show Pro- 
tarchus the unfairness of the feint 
through which he sought to elude So- 
erates’ question, by professing that he 
should consider himself bound to afford 


Protarchus the same grip or handle, 
that is to distinguish the kinds of é2m- 
otiat, when called upon to do so. 
As the phrase is erSeiv, and not aved- 
setv, els dads, it is better to read 
tay’ dy lovtec. With jaya and tows 
used separately the &v is sometimes 
repeated even in prose. 

[aya8dy]] As Stepwtupsvos x. t. &. 
contains the occasion—which I men- 
tioned when I was asked what was The 
Good”,—the word gya3dv is as super- 
fluous, as it is inelegant. 

&gvos] It is altogether foreign to the 
spirit of Attic dialogue to speak of 
being worthy of the honour of disput- 
ing &c.; and even if such a sentiment 
were allowed, it would have been ex- 
pressed by d&tog diad¢yeoSae without 
the article. But all that Plato wrote 
was: ap d&toc ay etny Tov. 

pi00s droddpevos] It is not clear 
whether the original proverb was 6 v= 
So¢ dowSy or 6 piSo¢ dnojieto. Pho- 
tius’ testimony is in favour of the former: 
pe gown ee *Enippnud dott deyd- 
pevoy én goydtw tots Asyopevorg pu- 
Sorg tote matdlorc. The Scholiast on 
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TTPQ, ?AAM ov piv Osi toito yevéodo, whyy tov owd7- 

16 ye why wor Yoov tod cod te xal guov Adyou agéoxer: 
nolhat pév Fdovad nai avomoroe yryvéodur, sohhai 0° éctovy- 
fae “x0i Otcepogot. 


val. 


Bo - SQ. Ti colvvy diaqogdryta, @ Tgcdtagye, vod ayatod 
rod & euod nai tod ood fut) Aroxevmtomevor, Katatidévtes 0 
ele 16 uéoov, trolucduer ev rep Eheyyopevor puentowor, mOtEQor 
jdoviy rayaddv det Aéyew 7} podmnoww ¥ te tetcov GAdo sive. 
viv ydg ov Ojrov meds 7° advd todro Prhovernoiper, Breg bye 


- ~ Ww “~q? a , ~ > 2 
cideuc, tabr orae ta vencvea, 1} tadH a ov, TY O° adnde- 


orev dé ov ouppayely Huds Gupe. 


IPQ. Asi yaq ovv. 
Cc 22. 
BeBorwoduedc. 


TIP2. Tov noiov dn; 


Tovvov coivey tov Adyov te waAdov ov” dmohoytas 


~ J 
XQ. Tov néor magéyorr’ avdgumovg modypara Exovol te 


\ 2 af . vo ¥ 
XQAL OROVOLY EVLOLG ACL EVLOTE. 
TIPQ. Aéye copéoregor. 


XQ. Tov viv ) nagarecdvta déyw, qioe mug mepundra 
Savuaordy. Ev yao 01 ta WON Elven nai tO Ev wOdke Fav- 


this place, with less probability, ex- 
plains 6 w. amwdaAeto, as used by those 
who find they are speaking to inat- 
tentive hearers ; and he quotes the comic 
poets, Crates and Cratinus, as employ- 
ing it, but without adducing the pas- 
sages. I suspect from the otherwise 
unnecessary redundancy in Rep. 621, 8B 
pd30¢ dowSn Kal obk amddero, that 
the latter is the original form, and that 
the former is Plato’s own coining. The 
allusion in this passage is to men 
suffering shipwreck and escaping on a 
raft. (Compare Phedo 85,p.) And so 
the argument would, like a tale, come 
to nothing, and we should make our 
escape upon an unreason. 

Tro\papnev] This word appears to be 
the main difficulty of a sentence which 
has perplexed so many critics and 
editors; but for it I should have ad- 
opted Winckelmann’s conjecture, and 
inserted of Adyot after édcyydpevor, but 
nothing can be determined with cer- 
tainty till we know what ails todwa- 


pev. Either some other verb has been 
corrupted into this, and we might read 
xatated. & ef¢ to wp. tH Adyw, spd- 
pev—or a whole line has dropped out. 
The words éheyyopevot unvwowor would 
seem to favour the latter supposition, 
for there seems to be an allusion to 
the practice of giving up one’s servant 
to the judicial “question”. TtoApopev 
(Exdtepor tov Eautod Adyov mapeyetv ele 
tiv xpiow) av my x. tT. & may serve 
to represent the sense of the missing 
clause. 

4 11 rplrov dddo] The best MSS. 
omit tr; but the sense is incomplete 
without it. I believe the right reading 
to be 7 &io te tptrov eivar. See below 
20, B, GAN’ &AO Te Teltov. 

Totrov rolvuy] We should have ex- 
pected tévde, for this Adyog has not 
yet been mentioned, but is now to 
follow. I am inclined to read tovrtov. 
“Let us by question and answer make 
good the Adyoc, not of you or me, but 
Tov GANSeotatoU.” 
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faotoy heydév, ual d¢dvov cuguroBytno ty tovtwy drcotEQor- 


ody tidEwery. 


IIPQ. “Ag ody dhéyers, Grav tig sue PH Tewragyor, Evo D 


yeyovora gvoe, moddodg silver 


t AY ’ ‘ \ % , 
meh tovg éué nal évavtiovs 


Pp) ‘ ~ 
GAljdors, péyay noi opungdy tiIEUEVvoG nai Bagdy nal nodpor 


Py 
tov aver, nai GAka mvolo; 


ie x 

3Q. BW ws, G Tedrogye, elonnag ca dSednuevpéva cov 
Sovpaotay mweoi tO Ev nal wodda, ovynexwonuéva O° wg écog 
sineiy b10 seErvtwr On un dély TOY ToLOvTOY EmTEDIou,. mCU- 
Scoiddn nai Oda xa opddga toig Adyorg sunddice bwodcu- 
Bavortcorv yiyveada ércei unde Te ToLads, Bray tig Excotov Te 

t aunt , N ~ , ’ ~ , oo 

phn te not GAda wéon diehov tH hoyw, marta taira to ty E 


~ x 
éxeivo eivar dromodoynocuevos, 


dhéyyn nocayehov Ove tégate 


Oinveayxnoto pdve, td ve Ev wg MOAN ori nal GmELea, noi Ta 


TOAAG wg Ev Udvory. 


padiov app.) Affording a ready ob- 
jection against any one who advances 
either. 

"Ap ow déyas x. 7. &} Unless xal 
joins évavtloug with mohdouc, it is of 
no use in the sentence; I have there- 
fore removed the comma from mddty. 
The sense is as clear and well-expressed 
as could be desired. Do you mean, 
when aman says of me Protarchus, who 
am one by nature, that I am again 
many and opposite ‘me's’, bringing for- 
ward the same person as at once great 
and small, heavy and light, and so 
forth ? 

rév Oavpacrav) Rather Javyctov, 
Conjuring tricks. Xvyxeywponueva yy 
dety, geven up and admitted to be such 
as men ought not to meddle with. ws 
?rog eineivy qualifies névtwv. It is 
strange that one of the editors should 
not have known such a common usage. 

érel pdt rd rovdSe] The proper con- 
struction would have been either, wndé 
tév towvde (ArtecSat Seiv ovyyw- 
povot,) or del ovdt td totd|e (ovy- 
yopotat, Set avtéy &ntedSat). But 
as the very form émet wndt is col- 
loquial, a certain looseness of syntax is 
perhaps allowed, and the reader is left 
to supply petayetplCectar eddyycotar, 
mpoapepeaSat, (Seiv cvyywpovar,) or any 


other passive answering to artecdat. 
Otherwise we must look on td totdde 
as interpolated. 

pan] Legg. 795, E, pekov xab pe- 
pv. The MSS. and edd. all exhibit 
wédyn te xal Gua péon, which, if it 
means anything, means that the wédry 
and pépy are the same, whereas it is 
plain that wéon is added because the 
body cannot be properly divided into 
péhy only. If it were pédn Y Gum xab 
uéon, there would be no objection to 
the word but its inutility. I have 
written @\Xa, which is continually con- 
founded with gua by the copyists. In 
p. 17D, Gua éwoety, the Bodleian and 
Vatican have made the opposite mis- 
take. 

Bioporoynodpevos] Having made 
another admit. . Properly, having ad- 
mitted each to the other. Arouodoyet- 
o3at is to duodoyety, what Stadzyeasat 
is to ddyew, StaxcheveoSat to xehevetv 
&c., Sa and the middle voice together 
expressing reciprocal action. No one 
will regret to see ouvyxcywonudva in 
the next speech of Protarchus banished 
from the text; the wonder is, who could 
have taken it into his head to put it 
there. ov yap Sijtov ta bia. aL 
Syuevouev, ta BSE SeSnpevydva, Stay 
SEN, ovyywpovper. 
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~ x fay t 
IIPQ. 0 dé 0%) moic, @ Nedueares, Ecega héyers, co pene 
> ~ , 
[ovyneywonuerve] dedjpevtoe segi tov aitoy tovtor Aoyov; 
~ x ~ , ‘ 
X32. Ondtcar, & mal, tO &y un TOY yryYvomévay TE xoL 
5) , we vt > + coo Mh , 
anohhvpévor tig TIH7taL, KadaTTEQ METIS NES ELTTOpEV. EV- 
cr c w ~ wa 
Ev, Omeg etzcopey viv On, ovy- 
~ a. 
nexeoontat TO wi) Oeiv édéyyerv® vay dé tug EY GvIQwmoY éErt- 
- ~ 2 ‘ 
xeon thIeoFeu xai Bodv Eva nai v6 xaldv Evy nat 66 ayadov 
~ ’ ~ + 
fy, megi tovtey tov Evddwv xai cay torovt@y 7 odd, [ozcov- 
PJ 
dn] were Sroupécewg apqproBycyorg ylyverc. 
IIPQ. Tes; 
~ N ~ x , c 
32. Tetror wév et rvag det covadeag eivar wovedag tz0- 
~ x ~ 7 is Cc U 
LopBevey alnda¢ ovoag' eita n@g ab cavtacg, play Exaoryy 
oboay cet tiv avriy noi nce yéveow uit’ CleFQov meoddexo- 
‘ ~ > 
uévyy, Ouog ui elven BeBeudvaca «lay tabcyy’ usa O& TOT 


16 


‘ A ‘ 4 ‘ ~ 
TOVIt ev yao “aL TO TOLOLTOY 


B 


évrav6(] So with Elmsley for évtav3oi. 

4 TAA [crovd4]] I once thought 
onovdi} to be genuine, and therefore 
added 3% after wet; I am now con- 
vinced that the word is neither ap- 
propriate nor genuine, but supplied by 
a copyist who -had in his head the well 
known passage in the Phedrus 248, B 
ov 8 vey’ a moAky omovdy x. T. & 
Then arises the. great controversy as 
soon as we attempt to -decide-—What 
else is needed? or what have we to 
do with the earnestness of the dis- 
putants, except indeed as a measure of 
their difficulty? But the difficulty being 
expressed, any other word is super- 
fluous. 

TIparov pv) When I endeavoured to 
explain this passage in a former edition, 
I mantained that there were only two 
questions proposed, although mpatov, 
eita, peta S& tovto made it appear 
that there were three. As the text 
then stood, it was impossible to see 
more than two questions, that beginn- 
ing with modtov, and a second; for if 
eita lay tavdtyy were considered 
as an independent question, and not 
yather as the beginning of that pro- 
pounded afterwards, the question would 
have been, how it was conceivable that 
that which is one and imperishable should 
be nevertheless unchangeably one:—than 
which nothing could be more absurd. 
But the words mpdtov, eita, peta 5b 


tovto ought to have opened my eyes 
to the absolute necessity of finding three 
points of enquiry, or, if they were not 
to be found, of treating the text as 
corrupt. I now feel confident that I 
lave discovered the source of all the 
perplexity in*the omission of yx after 
Guus. The first question is; have these 
monads » real being? The second is; 
if each of them is one and not subject 
to the changes of yéveate and ddeIpos, 
how can we imagine it ever to vary 
in the least from this oneness? The 
third is; when’ it does so vary by 
entering into individuals, does the unity 
cease when the plurality begins, or are 
they concurrent ?—in other words are the 
monads to be regarded as distributed into 
as many parts as there are individuals. 
to partake of them, or as remaining 
as wholes in each individual, so that 
each monad is at once one in each, 
and again one in many? This last 
supposition is tdévtay aduvateitatoy, 
because in this case the one both agrees 
with itself and contradicts itself. Parm. 
131, A ovxody Ato ddov tod elBous 7 
pépous Exaotoy td petadkdpBavov peta- 
dapBaver; —— tdtepov ov Soxet oot 
bdov rd elB0s ev Exdorw elvar tev 
mohkdy, Ev ov; Mom; Th yao xo- 
Wer——éveivar; “Ev doa dv xal tau- 
tov & Toddois Xwpls ovo Shov da 
evdotat, xat oftws abrd abrod xwpls 
dy etn. 
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é&y toils yyvomévorg ab nai ametgoig site dreomaouéeryy xl 
mode: yeyovuiay Feréov, et Olay adtiy abvijg ywots, 0 dr 
mevewy advrvarutatoy patvorr” kv, cavrov nai tv Eu? ev évt 
te zal mwodhoig yiyrecdou. tab? zor te meet ta toLadd? Ey 
nai wolle, add’ ods éxeive, & Howcapye, andong anogiacg at- 
Tle er) naMGG dpohoynFérta nai evzogiag [av] ab xaddc. 

ITPQ. Ovtnoiv yor tov¥# juds, & Scugeres, ev cH viv 
Tmeator dtarovnoaodat ; 

FQ. ‘Ag yoww sys painy ev. 4 

TIP2. Kei neévtag toivwy judg tadlape ovyzwosty oor 
tovode te ToLaita* DilyBov 0 tows xgcriocov év c@ viv [éme- 
orate] pet) xeveiy ev xEimevor. 

SQ. Elev. node_v odv wig [ravens] doesnt, woddye ovoyg D 


“OL TAVTOLAG MEQL TA CuqpLOBHTOimEra mayns; ae EvFEevdE; 


ITP2. 

=2. 
bevov megutgexety ed ey OP? 
metho Knol viv. “OL TOUT OTE 


W698 ; 


ebroplas x. 1. &] Not dvra but goth 
being understood, the construction with 
av is a barbarism. The sense is not 
conditional; for we have the statement 
of a fact founded on experience no less. 
than its opposite. The appearance of 
av in the text is due to a repetition 
of av, and a subsequent attempt to 
correct what should have been ex- 
punged. 

To ro.atra] One would rather have 
expected tauté tabra, for this does 
not refer to the vy x. 1, but to the 
proposed investigation. 

PAnBov] The proverbial saying was 
By} xiveiv xaxdy ev xeluevov: for xaxdy 
he puts Dinfov. We had better let 
well alone, and not ask Philebus for his 
consent. But éxepwtavta thus placed 
before px xtwveiv would make it appear 
that the participle is « means not tov 
xuvetv, but tod py xtvetv; and as it is 
quite superfluous, there can be little 
doubt of its origin. 

[ratrns]] I have cancelled this word 
without hesitation. He is not going to 
begin a fight; but to begin a subject, 
of which the very beginning point is 


"Dopév LOU TOdvOY sh nab woke bd Aoyov pepve- 


aotoY TOY Layopsvon Gel xed 
toy meadbontat mot obs Hegato 


difficult to find, because almost every- 
thing is a matter of controversy. Be- 
sides tautn¢ wayns is bad Greek. 

Papév mov] The construction is not 
g. nm. By x wm Ue. Tavtév yryvomeva 
(Stallb.), for if Socrates had spoken 
here of the reconcilement effected be- 
tween the one and the many by dia- 
lectics, it is inconceivable that Pro- 
tarchus should answer, et Teg TPdTOE 
dott xak pnyava try ToLavTHY TaApax ty 
nty Ew tov AOyou evpevede Mus aTEA- 
Seiv. Nor are the young men described 
as delighting in the discovery and ex- 
ercise ‘of the synthetical and analytical 
processes’, but on the contrary, in the 
sophistical employment of this contra- 
diction which is the inherent property 
(A3dévatov xal ayjpwv maSo¢) in all 
objects of conception, by which they 
throw into perplexity both themselves 
and others. Either therefore we must 
read TaUTOv .... YytyvoMEvov, or sup- 
pose that mod\x has by attraction af- 
fected the number of the -participle, 
which, considering the presence of &, 
is most unlikely. 

ratonra] I formerly wrote mavoe- 
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~ ~ ~ , 2 
viv, GAL Bot TO ToLOvTOY, Hg euol Poatvetar, tov hoywr av- 


~ re Cc ~~ £ a ~ 
cov adavaroy te nai ayjowy mcdJog éy huiv. 6 0& medtoy 


~ ~ c c t fs 
abtov yEevoomerog Exdotote TOY véwWY, TOF WE TEVA DOpPias 
4 ~ , ~ 

eboenxic Inoaredr, bp Hdovng evIovore te nai mavta myer 
~ - x 

Loyov Komevog, tore ev xi Idteoan nval@v nal Cvu~pvrewy eg 
Ns ‘ 2 , ¢ 

vy, cove 0& mehey averdittoy xoi OrapeoiCur, Eig ascogiar, av- 
x A ~ ‘ Ul Ps LAA ry) aye O° as A 
TOV wey me@tov noi paloca navabcdiwy, detvegov 0 asi TOY 


a 3 72 t an 
éyduevov, cy te vedtEegos Hy te moecBitEeoog av KF HUE wv 


> 3 Aig 

16 cuyycryn, pEeddmevrog ovtEe matedg ote pnTedS Ov KhAOV THY 
~ 2 , 

axovdrvtwy ovderdc, odiyou 0 ovdé tov GAhay Cowy, [ov uovov 


~ ‘ wy 
tov avdousur,] éei BagBcowy ye ovdevdg Ay pEetoulto, Et7eg 


Lovov Eounvén modEey yor. 


TIP2. “Ag, @ Swugates, ory dodo hud v6 wAHIog, zai 
Ore véot martes eomév; xad ov poBel wy sou wera DiAyBov 


EvveriIduEda, édv Tuts Aovdoens; Gucog 68, wavddvouer yaQ 


tat in obedience to Dawes’ Canon. But 
it is only in the older Attic that the 
first aorist subjunctive with ov 1) need 
excite our suspicion; whereas ov uf 
with the future in this sense I take to 
be a poetical usage. 

mavra Kiel. Adyov] This is an al- 
lusion to the proverbial saying navta 
ASov xuvetv. But the expressigns én 
Scitepa xuxhov, and nohw dverdlttov, 
rolling them up one way, and again un- 
volling them another allude to the manner 
of handling a volume. Zupovewy els 
&, and Staueptfwv are added to shew 
the application of the figurative words. 

édyou' § ot8€] This I have written 
in lieu of é\tyou 5 xal, which would 
mean nearly sparing. ‘The repetition 
ovde-ovde was probably treated by some 
copyist as a blunder, and one half was 
left out. Then came the corrector who 
felt the want of a conjunction and in- 
serted xat. I agree with Stallbaum as 
to the spuriousness of ov Ue T. a.; but 
émel Q. ye shews that some bolder as- 
sertion has just been made, and justifies 
t. @ € In the next sentence I have 
added xal, becanse Protarchus gives 
two grounds for Socrates’ fear, their 
number and their youth. 

Spws S€] In this sentence Protarchus 
is made to offer two suppositions; “if 
it is possible either to conjure away 


the perplexity, or to find some other 
method of investigation”. I believe that 
the second alternative is Socrates’ sug- 
gestion. Ev tig Zote tpénog xal pn- 
yavy) xadkiw 63év dvevpety is in itself 
a clumsy circumlocution for e€ tig Bore 
xaAdtwv 656¢, and what is the subject 
of avevpeiv? St or yao cannot be 
understood; éy and 8 would imply 
that the two requests put into the mouth 
of Protarchus are not alternative; but 
if so, the latter must be the means to 
the former, and in that case what be- 
comes of coaming the difficulty out of 
the way? 2b te nooIvupod totto is 
quite proper as answering to trv ta- 
payty amedSetv, but as the clause now 
stands in immediate dependence on 
dvevoetv, TooSupov is not only enough, 
but rejects anything between itself and 
the infinitive. The New Way is said 
to be énl tév Acyov, instead of out of it. 
For these reasons, and because it is 
more in keeping that Socrates should 
be the first to suggest some other me- 
thod, I condemn 68dv——civevpety as 
spurious, and pty as invented to give 
it currency, As in most cases of this 
kind, the interpolator has borrowed his 
words from the neighbourhood, xadAtw» 
d8é¢ from Socrates’ next speech, dvev- 
pé3y from his next but one. 
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0 héyerg, et tig tedmog Fore noi wnyaviy civ [wer] cocadryy 
Tagaziy quiv éw cov Adyou etusevOo mcg anehdeiv, [6ddv dé 
tiva naddicn coving amt tov Adyov avevgsiv,| ov te meodvpod 
TOLTO Kat Tueig Cvvenodovdyjoousr sig dtvauly* od yog opU- 
200g 6 maguv Adyoc, W Swxearec. 

22. O80 ydg oty, & maides, Wg PHory bude meooayogEevor 
DilnBog. ov wy Zore xoddiwy 6d0g od By yévouto, Ag eyo 
&oaozyg mév sip cel, wohdcms dé wo HOn Srapuyovoa eonuov 
nal &nogov xatéotnoer. 

TPQ. Tig abtn; reyéodu wodvor. 

SQ. “Ay dyddoo pév ob wdv yolendy, yojoSo 68 may- 
ychercov. sdvra yao boc téxyng éxduev aveveéeIn mamote, dia 
oxdme 08 Hv déywo. 


Cc 


Taverns paveea yéyove. 
TIP2. Aéye wovor. 
XQ. + Osh usr sig avPQumorvg dog, Wo ye xrarapaiverce 

i! , ‘ 7 ee. >? t Jt rs ca 

ENOL, ODEV &% IEewy ~oQign Ova tLv0g TIgounDéws own Ppovo- 

Tar tevi revgt" wal ot mév mohouol, xeEittoves OvEES HuwY nal 

éyyvtégw Jewy oinodvres, tiv pruny magédooay, wg. && Evdg 

tév nai && modd@y bytwy tay ae Aeyomeveoy sive, méeag dé 
! ‘ 

eeu Ner gd , 2 co , ra? ~ a a .-D 

“aL amrEelgliav év abtoig Evtugutov éyovtwy. ely obv Huds tov- 

Ter ovtw Oranenoopnuévoy cael lav idéav megi mavtdg éxc- 


@cdv ev] In this remarkable passage 
everything seems out of its place. For 
els divSpaiTrous belongs not to Sdatc but 
to poly. ws ye x. guot ought to be 
Ss fuorye xarapalverar, the enclitic 
moSév can scarcely come first after such 
a break in the sentence, Sedv ddate 
éx Yedv Eoelpn is also quite intoler- 
able; add to this that if the gift was 
thrown from Heaven, it could not be 
sent Stat tevog TpounSéws. Though I 
have thus stated why I can no longer 
stand by this reading, I cannot offer 
any certain emendation of it; but I 
‘believe that the following is not very 
far from our author" s sentence. Zw. 
Els dvipuinous, > Eporye xatapaive- 
Tat, 4 Sdorg modty éx Secdy Eoplon Tle 
06, [Sch: in Marg. HpopnSéuc] apa 
Qavoraten tet mupl.—I have supplied 
vtec, which is necessary to the con- 
struction, and was absorbed by the 
preceding termination oveg. 


eyy- Gcdv otkotvres] Dwelling nearer 
to the gods,—.e., in more familiar inter- 
course with them. 

tiv pipmy] Bodleian has tattny gy 

pny, Coislinian oyun. The former, if 
for tavtny we read tyv, seems pre- 
ferable to the latter, because,—although 
there is no impropriety in saying that 
they handed down the gift by traditional 
report,—the construction w&¢—dvtwy— 
éydvtwv must depend on a word mean- 
ing belief, and therefore on pyjun rather 
than Boat; and this is less apparent if 
the vj is made the mere instrument, 
in which case S¢at¢ as the principal 
word would be that on which the sub- 
sequent construction rested. 

awépas] We must not confound this 
with the @y or genus, as Stallbaum does. 
It is the determinate number, the pro- 
duction of-the one, which reconciles the 
one and the many. 
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otote JEuevovg Cyveiv’ 


etonoey yao évovouy. 
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éav ovv [wero] 


it ~ ’ A , ~ 
AcBoper, werd lay dvo, et mug sot, Gxomety, Et O€ Ly, TOETS 
~ ie 
iw &Adov agududr, nai tov ev éxetvor Exaotoy médiy woal- 


, Ww ‘ 3 > ‘ ad a co ar a ‘ ‘ 

Tws, MéxoumEeg HY TO xaT aoxag ev wn OLL Ev xo modda [xal 
Pp) ~ 2 

devon] éote wdvoy dn ttc, GAAd nai brcd0e. Ti dé Tod cet- 


gov iWéay medg TO wAHFOG 41) 


TeOOPEoaY, meiv ay Tig TOV 


» ‘ 3: ~ i - LS ) ~ 2 , s Ni 2 
aouuoy avrod marta nacidn tov werago rod amegov TE xo 


~cer , Lge , a 4 ~ , > , 
TOU EVOS® TOTE on Oeiy TO EV EXAOTOY THY TTAVTWY EtG TO OMEL- 


~ ‘2s U +7 Ca 
ooy pedevta yoigey adv. ot pév obv Seoi, Ome Etxov, ovTMS 


hiv mapédooay oxomelv noi pavddvey vai dedcdoxery Gddn- 
© , oo» ~ 2 ¢ , , a set wn , 

hous’ of O& viv THY avIQuUmWY GopoL Ev Lér, Org AY TUXWOL, 

17 [nai rode] I&tror xai Boayitegor movovor tod déovtog [mere 
t 

dé 76 &y] dega evdUg" ta dé méoe adtods expedyer* Oig dtc- 


AEYOOLOTAL TO tE Otahentintg 
moetodae 700g addjdovg tovs 


Oepévous Cnretv] It is difficult to see 
how these words can be reconciled, for 
how can a man look for that which he 
has already laid down? I strongly 
suspect that the passage originally | ran 
thus; del plov [Séav Teel Tavtds xd- 
OTOTE Sepévous, evprjaew yap évotcav, 
peta plav x. Tt. & 

(pera]AdBopev] petareBwpev is the 
reading of the MSS., which Stallbaum 
in vain endeavours to defend. In place 
of adopting Stephens’ conjecture, xata- 
AGBwpev, I suspect that the copyist had 
at first omitted the verb, and written 
the following peté, and then on dis- 
covering his mistake, neglected to place 
the usual dots over the superfluous 
letters. I have therefore put peta in 
brackets. 

tav ey éxelvwv] Ast, with Stallbaum’s 
approval, reads tov év gxelvea,—ie., 
7@ navtl. But we inust not adopt any 
correction of this passage which re- 
moves &y, for this &y is evidently re- 
ferred to immediately afterwards, where 
it is distinguished from rd kat apxas 
&. But as the subordinate Ones are 
to be distinguished from the original 
One, this can only be done by speaking 
of the former as tatta, and the latter 
us. éxeivo; and this is as fatal to 
Schiitz’s conjecture—té éxelvov &xa- 
otov, as it is to the received reading. 


mad xo tO eguotia@g uds 
Aoyous. 


But what should prevent Plato from 
using ta Ey, tov Ev, tote ev, if he had 
oceasion for a plural? Thus below we 
have dddo tev ev ottovv. For this 
reason I incline to read either tov &v 
Exaotov or tay Ev tav év éxelvw exa- 
otov. 

ToAAG [Kal drepal] It i is possible by 
application to discover td mokAd éndca 
gott: but all the dialectic in the world 
will not enable you to find ta dmetpa 
6ndoa éott. It is therefore inconceivable 
that Socrates should bid them “not only 
see that the original & is one, and 
many, and indefinite, but also how many 
it js? The word avtov in tov dpt3pov 
avtot refers to TAY30s. 

tére 8} Setv] See Addenda. 

ot 8t viv x. r. &] This passage has 
been corrupted and interpolated so as 
to become quite unintelligible. I have 
changed Bpadutepov into Bpayvtepoy, 
and separated the genuine parts of the 
sentence from the spurious. It is im- 
possible to make vy xal moAAd either 
quickly or slowly; for they are not 
things of man’s making, but ready to 
his hand. What your modern captious 
disputers do, is to make €y to be dmetpa 
without passing through the intermediate 
stages. As to  BeayuTepoy, eompare Po- 
liticus 279 c, Ste madtota Sid Boaygav 
Tayd maévt’ émedSovtec. 


TIAATQNO® ®IAHBOS. 


TIP2. Te wév nog, © 
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’ ~ 
Neduearec, doxnd cov uavdavery, ta 


6é éte oapéareooy déomou & héyerg cexovout. 


32. Japées way, 


@ Tlewtaeye , 


gouty éy Lois yodumcaory 


a , \ # >» s 2? , z § , 
O héyw, nat hopBave avco év covtoug olomEp nal memoidevon. 


IIP2. Tac; 
SQ. 


‘ An ee b] , , ‘ ~ / = 
Dury wév huiy gote mov tee Ota TOU OTOMATOS tovoa, 


& \ x lG , . Cos 
nol CEloog ad WAHSE, 2AVEWY TE “OL EXCOTOV. 


TTIPQ. 
22. 


Tt up; 


> 
Kai otderégn ye tottwr éouév mw oogoi, ovd? Ott 


5 2 > wy Ww dc soc > aac , * * 
TO OELQOY AUTIG Lowey OVF OL TO Ev? GAL OTL TOOe TE EOTL 


~ ~ > ~ ~ 
nai Orcota, Tove Zot TO Yoaumatixdy Excotoy soLoby Nucdy. 


IPQ. “Ady déorare. 
2. 


oF B) / 
EOTL TAUTOY. 


TIP2. Tac; 
22. 
gla [év adca). 
IPQ. Tag 8’ 0b; 


3Q. Avo dé Foper, Baod xai o&d, 


i mes; 
HPQ. Ottwe. 


‘ 4 \ ‘ > 9 t 
Dury ev OU 4b TO XAT ExeLYNY 


K \ X ‘ ‘ r ag 8 a U oA ~ 
at Livy KGL tO LLOVOLZAOY O TLYYAVEL TLOLOLY, TOLT 


ci véxvyy gott 


nai teitov bEdtovoy. 


32. 2AM obnw oogeg av Eng tiv uovonipy sidadg taira 


fovea, uy 08 eiddg do y? eos 
Z0EeL. 
ITPQ. Ov ya ov». 


? ~ ? ~ > \ wy 
elirely &ig tata ovdevdg HEL0¢g 


32. 2AM, © pike, enedav hens ta diaotijpare brd00 


& sotros olorep] Either dv olonep, 

or év toutots év olanep. 
: obderépy) The books have ovdty Ete- 
pw, which is inadmissible. ovd’ é Eré- 
p@ for év ovSetéow would be accord- 
ing to Attic usage. But if he were 
speaking of that wherem a man is 
skilled, he would say ovdérepov, not éy 
ovderépe ; the dative expresses that 
whereby he becomes skilful. 

Povi wév ov] The text follows the 
inferior MSS. in reading xal to——. 
xa) is so useful an addition, that one 
is justified in adopting it; nor is tO xan” 
-dxelvny a likely variation for a scribe 


to have made de suo. I formerly thought 
that xav’ éxelyvny must refer to the first 
mentioned art, that of grammar, but 
ovro¢ and éxetyos, though never used 
capriciously, as some learned men tell 
us, sometimes apply not to the greater 
or less proximity of mention, but to 
that of interest, as in the beginning of 
the Euthydemus, or to the different 
degrees of familiarity, as here. Of éyv 
avty I can make nothing, unless we 
transpose it to a place where it would 
be welcome if not necessary. Avo 8 
Sdpev ev avr. 

Stacrqpara] These intervals are 


B 


C 
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TIAATONOS ®IAHBO®. 


sy 


zotl tov aoudmor tig puviig o&btyrdg te mége nai Bagvrytos, 
nai orola, xa TOvG Boovg THY DLaOtTNUETOY, nai Ta &x TOv- 
tov boa ovotipaca yéyover, & xatiddrtes of mododev m0Qé- 
dooay tir totic éouévorg exeivorg nadety citd dguoviag, é& 
TE Taig uvyoEGLY ad TOV OWsuatog Erega ToLadt evovta maIy 
yeyvomeva, & OF) OL aerdudy perondévta div ob Paci bvd- 
pods noi péroa ercovomctern, noi &e evvoeiv og ott dei regi 


MavTog evog nat WOAAG@Y OxnOTELY* 


Stary yag tabra ve AdBys 


co yoy ve , ce >,» ~ a c ~ , 
ottw, tor éyévou oogos, Otay t Aho THY EV OLLOvY THT 
~ > 
oxozcovpevrog Ehyg [, odtwg suqpowv mégi tovto yéyovac]. T6 0 
4 ~ c of 
deroov o Excorwry nai ev Excotoig mAHIOG GrELQov ExcoTOTE 
~ ~ . ‘ PJ > , Ioo DD a? 2 
TLOLEL TOU ~PpPoovEety ue ove eAdoyiov Ovd EvaguIwor, HE OVA 
> Py ‘ Yur do 7 ? ‘ t 3 cJ Us 
eg aorduor ovdév év ovdevi mww0t antdorta. 


TPQ. 
zévon qaivetou Swxodrne. 


Keddora, & DilnBe, Euorye ca viv Leydpever eion- 


OL Kéwot 7 obte tavta: ahdc ti On wove medg tcc 
6 Aéyog obtog viv elontoe nai ti mote Bovdduevog; 


nothing more than musical notes; por 
are musical proportions. See Plat. Ti- 
meus 36, Bs and Cicero’s translation. 
érav (Yep tatra x. T. &] The par- 
ticle yao marks the resumption of an 
incomplete sentence. The antithesis 
between tor’ éydévou aowdc, and Uuppwy 
yéyovas, is a poor verbal contrivance, 
and the tenses are strangely chosen, étav 
AaBns, eyévov .. stav Ekyc, yéyovas. 
Stallbaum translates the last word by 
“evades” which would answer to yeyo- 
vig foe. *Eyévou may be defended 
by the well known usage of the aorist; 
compare napéoyovto in 46, B. If the 
words ottws—yeyovas were omitted, 
nobody would miss them. I have fol. 
lowed the Bodleian in 6tav te for 
Ctav S¢, and in tev, vy oteovy for tay 
dvtwv ottovv. That a writer can if 
he likes, break his sentence so as to 
give more emphasis to the second half, 
by introducing such terms as ada ov 
Te xaTad vouv aywveet Ty avy dixyy, 
olpar Se Kal eye trv éuyy, in place of 
ov te,——éyes te, no one will deny. 
But here the speaker begins with a 


cond 


A sheet of the Editor's MS. has been 
notes will appear in the Addenda. 


general precept, and then applies it 
to the particular instance of music, and 
so returns to the general rule. A very 
little reflexion will shew that in such 
a case if he commenced with “and im- 
deed whatever you take up”,. he would 
have the air of opening out some new 
application in place of resuming a pre- 
vious statement. I prefer vy to Ovtwy, 
because it is more likely that a scribe 
should stumble at tav @v than invent 
it. The Bodleian has also mept tovTev 
which I prefer, because it is a worse 
reading, and so throws more discredit 
on a suspected passage. 

vd 8 dweapov}] The reader will not 
fail to admire the skilful play upon the 
words &metpov, éddsytov, and evdious- 
Hov. Stallbaum compares Zim. 55, cs As 
delpoug xdou0ug elvae déyerv Hyioar’ 
av Teg SvTWS ameipou tivdg Sdypo av 
Euretpov yeedv elvar: and the oracle 
given to the Megarians, "Ypete ¥, a 
Meyapeic, obte Tptroe oute rétaptot O8- 
Te duMdexatot , ovr’ év Adyw ovr’ dv 
dors. *** 

Kéapol y atra raira] Commonly Kel 


lost in transmission from Sydney. The missing 
[Publisher’s Note.] 
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22. "Oedds pérroe tadH# Huds, @ Uedraeye, joewryxe 


@idnBos. ; 

ITP2. Tew pév ovv, nai arcoxgivov ye air@. 

32. Agdow vaita, dedFav ourzgdy Fee megi adtiov cov- 
tay. woreg yao Ev Stiovv et tig mote AdBoL, TodTOY, ws epa- 
lev, od% ex areigov glory Be Blémew evddg GAR éni tv’ 
aerdpudy, ote xai todvartiov, Straw tig té emELeoy avayxaod 7 
mearov AouPeverv, [kr ect v6 Ev EvIdG GAN bre] deordpdv ad tive 
mhipGog Exaotoy sored te natavoeiv det, tehevtay @ &e medv- 
tay eig Ey. mahi 0 év coig yodupaoe tO viv ie oat AeBumer. 

TPQ. IIc; 3 

22. “Exedy [peoriy 6 Grcergoy sscin dies elte tig Seog ette 
nat FEeiog dvPguizcos, ag Aéyog 8 éy. divisciy OetF teva vottov 
yevsoSan dew, TQMTOS ta pavievee év ay erelow necsevdn- 
oer ory Ev Orta GAAd mheiw, nai mokv Ecega Ppuvijc. pév ov, 
pSoyyou dé petéxovtc tivog, ev Sudy O& tive nai tovtwY El- 
va a dé eldog yoop pater deearijoaro Ta vuv deyopave 
epoover inuiv TO perc toto duyjaet wa T dipSoyya nal parva 
mexge évdg Excotov, “ai ta. porierta, nal te uéoa natd Tov 
avroy tedmor, ws deedydy adres lopov ivi # Excdotw nai 
Sdunacs OrOILELCR enrevdpace. uaioome & dg ovdeig f nucov 
ovd” &y fv abtd xa¥ abto dvev mevtay avtdy uedou, tovtov 
tov deopov ad Aoytodpevog we BF Era nal navta cove ey D 
mwg moLovvta, play én? avtolg ws ovoay yeampatixny céxvyy 
emepaéyEato meocemuv. - 


B 


épol tattd ye avtdé. The first change (cf. Elmsl. ad Heracl. 622), and in this 


I have adopted from Bodl., which has 
xat pot, the second from Coislin., which 
has tavté ye Svta avté. Stallbaum 
has a strange way of explaining the 
misplaced avté—per se seorsum spectata. 

Tovrov, ds taper] *** 

eeu] *** 

[wy ert k. 7. €]] *** 

*Exady [poviv 4. x.]] *** 

Xé yov, aparos] *** 

a7 &pdoyya We should rather 
have expected ta dployya te xal depwvea, 
but te is sometimes moved from its place 


place the hiatus is avoided by the 
change. The ywéod, which he describes 
above as partaking not of voice but yet 
of sound, are the liquids which stand 
midway between vowels and mute con- 
sonants. 

kaSopdéy 8é] Because we can have no 
true conception of pari except as dis- 
tinct from p3dyyos; nor of this again 
without also ‘knowing’ both gavi} and 
a) Epwvov, 

fav én’ ad’rots ds otray ‘is ex- 
plained by Stallbaum as «S¢ dvoay pela; 


*ee A sheet of the Editor's MS. has been lost in transmission from Sydney. The missing 


notes will appear in the Addenda. 
Platonis Philebus. 


(Publisher’s Note.] 
2 
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Ol. 
o Hgcscoeye , euador. 


ouuxooy cumcgooder. éAhetmevan. 

Py ~ , 
Mav, © MidnBe, v6 ti me6g éog abd tair’ éoriv; 
Nat, coor gory 0 make Cytoduer tyd ve noi TIgw- 


29. 
Ol. 
TAEYOG. 

22. 
meade. 
Ol, 
9. 


' 


E 


‘Ids; 


Kai wiv ee oto 


TIAATONOS ®IAHBOS. 


Tovr &e dapéotegoy éxelvoy odte ye meds aAdyha, 
tO 0 adtd mor Tov hayes viv te “al 


non yeyovoreg Cyteite, we pis, 


AQ ov mag ‘Peowisrems iy nai idovie § ie gE aoxns 


6 Adyos, bidregoy avtoiy aigetéor; 


Ol. Ilag yee ov; 


32. Kal piv & 7 sxcregov adcoiv elvai gamer. 


Ol. Tdv péy-ovv.:: 
a. 


q 


~ ~ . > ~ 
Tovt’ adit roivvy. huds 6 mod0dev Adyog amattel, 


~ Py Lay ‘\ b AY We cet mn \ ~ . 
fms gotty ev not wohAd avidy Exaregor, xo [7G fun aztEL ea 


the has illustrated this’ position of (AY 
by Sophist, 242, c. mataly og ovat Tee, 
and other examples; but he should not 
have quoted’ for this purpose Arist. 
Clouds 256, ofot Zwxpdrny (sie) "Qs- 
TMep we Tov "AIduavd’ Snws wx Ivaete. 

ira ye mm. a]. This. means that the 
several parts of the last \dyo¢ are con- 
sistent with each other. é@ddéelretit, zs 
left unperformed, is deficient. _ 


vl mpds eros] Euthyd. 295, c. dav 


pdtv med¢ &ros, drraxplvtopar, & i.e. nothing. 


to the Purpose. 

Kal pi ér aira y] And yet you are 
close upon that which, as you say, you 
have been some time ‘looking for, The 
Zurich. editors ‘have placed a mark of 
interrogation after this sentence, which 
is certainly incorrect ; but as the common 
formula is xal pay—ye, and H is con- 
tinually confounded with the compen- 
dium of xal, I have altered 7 into xa) 
accordingly. 

was torw 4) The impudence of the 
interpolation in this passage betrays the 
author of it. In placé of letting So- 
crates ask what number of kinds we 
can discern in Sov} and @pévyarc, he 
makes him enquire, how they are not 
straightway indefinite (as if there could 
be @ how of that which is simply ne- 
gative,) and again how either of them 


‘has some number, a question which 


Plato himself could not have answered. 
I have no hesitation in condemning 
what appears in brackets, and in mak- 


_ing, tlva interrogative, without which it 


would have no right to not¢. But even 
mig Zor Ev xal mOAAS a. exdtepov is far 
from satisfactory. Either it is a clumsy 

ay of asking what is more Plainly 
asked in tive mot doctudv xéxtyraty 
or it proposes a question which the 
upholders of Ideas have been content 
to leave unsolved (Phedo 100, p, rob 
xadod Tojpouala,” ete xorveovicr, et ern 
dy xal Onwes mpooyevopévy) for so that 
passage should, be read. In, our text 
I propose. to read arcantet wws, a Forty 
Sv xal mohid avtaiy Exdtepoy, . tha ToT 
dprsusy Zurpoodey xéxrntat tod &metoa 
yeyovevar. The reasons for "_interpolat: 
ing txdtepov and avtay Exaota are 
quite obvious; the first word. was .re- 
peated because of the previous sup- 
plement, and itself | was thought to be 
inconsistent with &mxetpa; to accord 
with which &xaota was contrived. And 
the result, of all this ingenuity is that 
we have the same things designated 
twice as Excitepov, . and once as xaota 
in sich proximity, that a single de- 
signation was alone needful or bearable. 


£64 
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eddic, adhd) tive mov deripor [Exctreoor] Fumgoodev néutn- 
tou tov creed [obey agen yeyovevat; 

TIPQ2. Obvx sig paiddy godtnuc, w& DidnBe, ovx otd” 
vee tednov xiulw mug meqroyayey hutic &uBEBlyne Soxgc- 
tng. noi oxdrcer dO wétEgog fucdy amoxgrveitar tO viv eowwrd- 
pevov. Vows di) yehotov v6 end, tod Adyou duddoyov mavrelde 
imoorevre, did 6 pe} OraoIau v6 viv EgetynFer droxolvao Ia 
Got mééy tovto meooterteEly’ pehorbegov & olor woad 16 
LNOetEgor 4; "eee OtvacFo. Gxdz7ceL 01) wt Sedoopier. ‘elon veg 
sob doze viv gowray jdong nas Swxgdens, ett” gory ete 
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B 


iy nai rtd0 éoti nai bole: vis. v ob peorioees Teégl Kata 
Tovta wWoadtztes. 

SQ. Ady déorara héyeg, & wot Kaddiov’ wip yee duvee- 
vou TOvtO “ate mraveig évdg “ai bpotov nad Tavtod pad nee 
tov évartiov, wo 6 magedIav Adyog sal ata ovdeis é ay hud 
sig ovdéy ovderdg ovdémore paroles aELog. 

«TPQ. Syed6r Zornev obtwe, & Swupates, eye. GAd xa- 
Aov wéy TO Suporte yuyvesonery oy einpete dettegos 0° él- 
vou mhovg Soxet perp AovHevey odtor abrov. ct dy wor coor’ 
élontar ta voy; éyd Gor Godow. od THO tiv civ ovvovotar, 
@ Xdugareg, enédwriag waot [nai oswitor] 790g tO diehéodar 


. 68. tavredds trocravra] Having. 


unreservedly taken your place as your 
successor. Tavtehws qualifies StaSoyov 
Yrootavra as taken together. . “The “Ate 
tie Orators have yoonyds Unéorny, Uttg- 
otha mparypa, eedovtyy VroorHvate 
Tptrpapyov, without any infinitive to 
follow. In Xen. Anad. 1v, 1, et <u 
éséder dvjo ayates yeveosar xal UTo- 
otas esehovens Topeveosar, the order 
of. construction is, xa) nopeveoSat, ee: 
Aovty¢ Umootas. 

otGels av Fpay] The received text 
reads dv ijpov after ovSevds, the av 
being placed: most perversely in the 
midst of all these negatives; but as 
ajpdv certainly belongs to the first of 
them, we may infer that the words 
dv ‘udv were both omitted together, 
and then restored, but to a Wrong 
place. : 2 
T odppovr] I eannot explain why 


this was added, unless there was some 
current saying mdvta xakd tH oepove, 
on which Protarchus plays by adding 
yeyvdoxew. 

éréSaxas] You héihenoed upon us all 
this conversation [and yourself, ] for the 
purpose of discussing ‘what is the best 
of human possessions. Compare paws, 
X11, 944, A; Orha, & I Inet gaol 6 0 Tatts 
THs Tapa Seesy Tote éy toig ydorg 
émSorfjvat’ Oerld..' The difference be- 
tween értStddvor in such passages, and 
the simple verb, is that the former 
applies only to making presents. But - 
for these very reasons a man could 
not be said émiSwSéver Eautév. The 
addition is borrowed from a passage 
occurring a few lines below, where the 
reading of dll authorities is %8wxa¢; 
but this is said of a later period and 
one contained within our own dialogue 
(p. 16, A.B), The present reference is to 
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ti tev avdoumiver mel TODY ligroron. Didafow yao. eindytog 
‘Sov nai tégyny nab xogdy nai mevd? dadoa torabr’ ati, 
D.od 90g aur dvecines wg ov tavr ahd uel” gotly, & -0A- 
dens hudis avrovs dvamrurionoper ExOvTES, ogous dpdwres, 2 Ww 
éy woreen mogaxelueva éxdrega Baoavitnra.. png 0 cg Zorxe 
ov TO auQou gy Tyas uavoy 609-05. [Guero idoviig “| dyad oy ei- 
vae vor, énotnunv, atveory, rey nai née ab cd tovtor 
Evyyevn, a uraodcu deiv,. aL odyi dxeive. tovtwy Of wet 
cupropyticews. Exarégwy heySévcwv, tweig oor merc, meudvaig 
Ejmedjoapyer cg obn agioouer otnadé. os, neiv dy toltay THY 
Adyov réoag ixovdy yéryval te Stogiodévtwr. od 6) ovveqcs- 
enous nai @Mwnag sig tad9 fuiv cavtdy. fueig dé dn) Léyo- 
Her, uaddmeg ol maides, Ot thy de9ig JodévtHv apatgects 
oin tou. madoo 01) cov tedmov fuiv amavray tovroy éni ta 
vov heydueve. 5a 

X22. Tive héyers; 

TTP2. Eig arogiav éuBbadhwv nai avegurdy ov mi dvvat- 
ued du inarny andugrory év T~ moagdrtr Siddvae Gor. qi) ydg 
oiwueda téoc fyty elven cov viv, oly TAVEOY Hcy crcootay. 
GAN” ei dgdy ToVY Hucig advvatoipmer, Goi Seaotéov’ baéoxou 
yee. Bovietov d7 medg tavc’ abrdc, os Hooving, ee oot 
Hob cots aS Staiger 3 7 nat éatéov, et ay [nod Ereodv] 
tive TQdmLOY oldg T et nai Bovder ee mwg GAdwg ta viv 
aupoByrotuera meng” itt. 

SQ. Aevov wey colvev Fun egoadoxty ovdéy dei tov eu, 
’ brea Tovd? obtwg Eimeg? TO yao & Bovdee cee Ader ndvea 
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his first consenting to hold the con- 
versation, so that ocautov éenddwxas 
would be a ludicrous hyperbole. : 
7d mpoopninrdpevoy opbds [h. H. 
YJ] See Addenda. 
rédos tpiv elvat]. ie. the end and 
aim. 

. ka’ Erepov] There cannot be a more 
feeble tautology than xad” ready twa 
tpdmov mws &AAwWS. The first two words 
were added by a scribe who did nat 
see oe twa Ttedmov belongs to olde 
Tv et 

rov end] te, me, the threatened one, 


—poor me, Plat. ‘Ep. 7. xod By xl 
vév épt mapepuSeito,—ie., Plato, who 
had apprehended mischief from Diony- 
sius. Theet. 166, a, yéhota 84 tov ee 
év tots Adyar anddetke,—ze., ‘Protago- 
ras, who complains of hard usage. 

Td yap el Bodie pn0e] It has not 
been observed that this is said gene- 
rally, and éxdotwy mépt has been. mis- 
translated in consequence. The sense 
is, When men say ‘if you please’; it does 
away with all fear in every. case. I 
confess that I have no great faith in 
the genuineness of énewdy.1009" of. cin. 


TAATQNOS ®IAHBO®. 


popor éxcotwr mége. 77906 So 
tig or Oedwneven Seciv isto. 
TTPQ. Tg db} nai civor; 
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ad tovtors pee tia doxet 


22. Adbywv moré tivwv meho duotoag bvag 7 nai éyon- 
yooas viv dvod megi ¥ hdovag uai poovicewe, dg oddéregoy 
aitoiv éori tayador, GAN Aho Te Teiror, Exegov jéy cobteOr, 
&eervoy Oo quoi. xaitor tovro y’ av evagyis fir pov 
de. dnc ldoncet ee 700rm Tod mxnav* TO yao aya ovx dv 


ere cavcov aoe ylyvouto. 
TIPQ. - Obcue. 


7 TEC; 


IQ. Ti dé 2 [eig tiv Oratgeoty] sida ‘ovis ovdey ere 
moocdenooueda “at” at Gabe TED ‘O° &&e capéotegov 


shies 


TIP2. Keliow sincdy, otto nat dvaréoarve. 


tmpds 8 av otros] The Bodleian 
has av tote, which form is inadmissible 
here. 


vious. 

kalrou. Totrd y iy The. Bodleian 
has xaltot ottw ye cov, which Orelli 
changed into xat to.ottd: y’ &v. But 
this will not mean what we want. For 
as he has not yet named this something 
better, he cannot say “if it. should ap- 
pear such”, but either “if any such 
thing should appear” which would re- 
quire tt, or, “if this thing should ap- 
pear’. As ye is in the best MSS., it 
is admitted by Orelli into his cor- 
rection: but xol—ye means “and be- 
sides”, whereas xattot—ye is equivalent 
to “and yet you must admit’, which is 
the proper transition. I therefore retain 
toto from the inferior MSS., but ad- 
opt ye from the Bodleian. 

{els tiv Siatpecwy]] In order to get 
rid of the awkwardness of saying: 
shall not want the ely of pleasure to 
serve the purpose of Stalpsarc”, (as 
though they had to look for the etSy 
first, and then to begin Srarpety into 
those very el3y) as well as to escape 
the intolerable harshness of the con- 
struction, I resorted to the expedient 
of taking ty by itself aad not as the 
article of él&dv. But this was too 
violent a proceeding. I now believe 
that any attempt to reconcile oneself 


The origin of the error, which | 
has been corrected from Coisl, is obr 


“we 


to el¢ tiv Stalpeow is a waste of time 
on words which do not belong to the 
author. Those who understand, ‘“‘etSn 
for the purpose of dratpeots”, will say 
that transposition would be ‘a milder 
remedy; but Socrates intends to give 
up the dialpeors dtself, and not merely 
some particular means towards that 
end. 

mpotdy 8 ao. Sega] The proverbial 
expression is, até SetEer, the event 
will make things clear. But we are 
told that both dSetker and Sydudoee are 
used in the same manner without avrd. 
The first occurs in Arist. Frogs, 1261, 
where, however, p¢\y may be the sub- 
ject, and in Herodotus mi, 82, where 
&ése~e follows the impersonal dn¢Bn. 
All the other instances quoted are of 
Smdrot or eSyrwoe. If therefore this is 
a real instance, it is a very rare one, 
It is uncertain whether the thing which 
is to shew itself is the dAdo th tpttov, 
or the correctness of Socrates’ ' 6080, 
ott ovdty Yre mpoadenodpesa x. 7. & In 
either case, what is the meaning of &te 
capdatepoy, where at present nothing 
is oupéc? If it be said that tt be- 
longs to mpotév, this is only admissible 
if cig to ZumpooSev or some equivalent 
phrase be added to it. A MS. of no 
authority gives $¢ tt. I should prefer 
mpotdyry S€é, “It will appear more clear- 
ly (whether I am right) as I proceed”. 
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22. 
IPQ. Te moia; 
D 32. Tiy cayadod woigay 


eov] elvan; 


MAATQNOS PIAHBOS. 


Suing dicoa coivey &umgoodev exe Belen 


méregor avayan téheov [7 pet) Té- 


t 
TPQ. Wertwr oy mov tehewtator, w Dwarves. 


32. 
TIP. Tlés yee ov; xai 
Tov ovewy. 


Ti 0&; txavoy [vdya$60}; 


gévtwy y sig Tovro dvapégey 


~ +d , 
XQ. Téde ye wir, Og olwcu, megi advo avayxcuotatoy 
~ ~ > I 
elvan Aéyerv, sg nav TO yryv@onov avtd Ingever nal epietou 


[Povdduevor] Edeiy nai mei « 


~ Pla 
itd xtyoacda, xal tov aAdoy 


~ u > ~ 
otdéy poortiter [ndipy] tov asoreovpérwv cya ayatois. 
TIP2. Ovx zou covcorg avrenetv. 


E 32. Seonwuev OH vai x 
poorroews Biov iddvteg ywois. 


IPQ. Tog sizes; 


32. Mi é to vig Hdoviig évéorw poedynots, 


Tis Poovriaews fdovy. dei ce, 


lvoe tov F Hdovig “ai vov 


oy ~ 

wie &y tp 
an a> ~ 

elzcep mOtEQOY aitiiy got taya- 


dv, ender pndevog Fu meocdeiaIou deduevor F &v ary nd- 


21 cegor, ovn ZotL mov TovT ee 
TIP2. Tes yao a; 
22. 
TIPQ. Te pév odv.. 


[4 pA ré&cov]] No one in his senses 
would ask “whether the Idea of Good 
necessarily implied incompleteness”. 
And yet this nonsense has been left 
unchallenged since the revival of letters, 
nay was so perhaps even under the 
Ptolemies. Another evident addition is 
tdéyaddv. For with téya3év we must 
understand éoti. But that the true 
construction is dvéyky .. clva. appears 
from the answer, in which all the MSS. 
give Stapgpav. A third interpolation 
disfigures | the clause we m&v Te yye- 
oxoy autd sypever xar epletar Bovdd- 
pevov Edeiv. “Egteyoe is sometimes fol- 
lowed by the infinitive as in Eur. Jon 
521, ef prreiv épleuar; but some one 
who did not know this, supposed avtav 
to be understood, and introduced Bov- 
Adpevoy to govern Ehety. 


TO Ovtws Tuty ayaddr. 


Otnodr év cot megupeta Baoavilortes tata. 


t 


TARY Tav aroTehouptvey dpa dya- 
Bots is the reading of all MSS. and 
Editions, as far as I know; and one 
editor undertakes to explain it, and his 
explanation is commended by another. 
But we may be quite certain that So- 
crates is intended to say, that men care 
for no other results than such as are 
in themselves good. Why then repre- 
sent him introducing, as the sole ob- 
jects of men’s care, other results pro- 
duced along with good things? I had 
once proposed to cancel mAyv and to read 
GN ¥ dyatd.. But this violent change 
is ats parrot Antiquum obtinet. The 
intrusion of TAyy has made nonsense 
of a simple and easy sentence. 

mérepov] used here and elsewhere as 
== OmeTEpovoy. 


TAATQNOZ ®LAHBOS. 


SQ. “Anoxgtvov dy. 
TIPQ. Aye. 
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‘ 32. Aékae boy, Tecécagxe, ov Civ cov Biov arcavee, {6- 


Levog Hdordg tag wsylotac; 
TPQ. Ti S° ov; 


% ? x ~ ~ ~ 
32. dQ’ ody ee wivdg &v oor moeoddeiv jyoto, ge voor 


éxoug meaveedg; 
IPQ. Ovdopds. 


SQ. “Ooa bn, cod qooveiv nai tod voety nat hoyilerdcu 
[te déorte], xad Sou tottwr adekpd, uv wi déov ev TW; 


ITP. 


Kai ti; mevra yao. e&youe & D yoioey ey 
Pa yae.eyouw cy mov tO yaigey eywr. 


SQ. Ovnotr dirw Cov dei sy dtd Blov [caig peyloras 


HOovaic] xateorg ey; 
HP2. Tid ov; 
22. Now 6é& ye 


TIpérapxe] « seems to be omitted 
here on account of the pronoun being 
placed after the name of the,. person 
addressed, which is usual either when 
the speaker first turns to him, or makes 
an especial appeal to him. 

[ra Séovra]}] Five lines lower down 
the list of mental powers or qualities is 
again given as yous, pyyun, émotypn, 
do&a ants. Of that list it will be 
time to speak when we come to: it: 
but a third series follows immediately 
upon the second one, 
pretty exactly both in substance and 
order with that before us: 1. td Qpo- 
veiv=Qpcvnote. 2.70 yociy=—=a, pony 
of past things, b. 3¢Ex of future. 3, Td 
doyileotar—eyropss. 1, Consciousness 
or immediat ti 2. The Re- 
resentative Faculty. 3. Inference, not 
logical, but in its lowest type. If any 
one will compare this passage with the 
other, he will see why td déovra ought 
to be rejected without hesitation. 

pay al Séov dv 71] The MSS. have 
pnd doay te. Several scholars have 
proposed to change dodv into Svap, but 
they all appear to leave tt, which in 
this case would be contrary to Greek 
usage. I made this correction in the 
year 55; but, unless my memory fails 
me, the Leipzig Edition by C. F. Herr- 
mann appeared in ’54. Any one who 





Per 


whieh | tallies. 


J] 


‘ , .2 2 , \ te 
[nat prnuny nob éncotiuny nai dogavr] 


has that Edition will see in Herrmanu’s 
Preface the name of: the scholar to 
whom he attributes the emendation. I 
am unable to recall it, but I confess 
that I have been beaten by at least 
one year. 

[rats peylorraug {Sovais]] Even sup- 
posing that Plato -could ‘ use qalperv 
‘Sovais in the sense of enjoying plea- 
sures, the words t. pi. t. are nothing 
to the purpose, for: the amount has 
been already mentioned, and the drift 
of. this, passage is, that he would be 
in a continual state of pleasure—and 
never once know it. 

voty é Ye) Tt has been shewn above 
that there is an exact correspondence 
between the series given in the sentence 
beginning ” "Opa Sy, .and that which oc- 
curs in the argument commencing with 
mpwtov. But the list now before us, 
though so much nearer to this last, 
has no such congruity. And indeed it 


‘is worse than unnecessary; for what 


sort of reasoning is this? ‘As you do 
not possess Memory, Knowledge, and 
Belief, you cannot know whether you 
are in pleasure or not, because you 
have no Consciousness.” All that Plato 
wrote was Noiv 8¢ ye py) xexTQLEevov 
Tpatov piv x. T & As he has no 
vous, he cannot have @govnots, which 
is a part of voc. 
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jo} nextnuévov [adn97], medtov uév tovr adrd, eb 7; yatgers 
7 un yaloeis, avayxn Oy mob oe ayvosiv, xevdv y° Bvta mons 


poorvijcews. 
TIPQ. °“Avayan. 


32. Kei wiv doattwg pviuyy yh nexcnuévor evdyan dn 
nov ob und bre more eHaUgeS wepvioSat, tig t év tH maga- 
KoHyce ipdovijg meoomttvotons uno iyvoevoty pony trcomevety” 
ddkay 0 ad mn xexenpévor [aAno7] en dobdCer xorigery youi- 


gorra, Aoytomov dé oregduevor 


und’ sig tov eevta XOOvoy wg 


7 » > > , , 
yoronoeg Ovvardy elvan hoyitecdou, Civ 0 ovx avFoumov Biov 
sigs ~ > 3 he 
GAAe tivog mAebwovog 7) tHv boa [Iaddrie] per” Cotoetyvwv 

oi : ‘ ~ f ~ 3 » 
Bupryd @ore owpcror. sow tabra, 7 waged vad” Fopev od- 


D dws nwg dvavondivat ; 
TPQ. Kai nos; 


32. *Ae’ ovv aligerdc futw Blog 6 tovobto¢ ; 


TPQ. 


Myog suPéBdyne vad viv. 
22. 

AaBdvres ab Blov tWwmer. 
ITP2. THoiov 0% déyecs; 


Eic depaciay TLAVTETAOL [Le , o Xwxugates, obtog 6 


Miro coirvy poddouladueda, tov dé tod vov peto- 


3Q. Et wg déour? dv ad Civ hudy podvnory wév noi votv 
nai émiotiuny noi mynny mioay mavtov xextnuévos, orig 
E dé pevéxyov pire péya wire opixgdy, und adv vans, added té 
Taperay anadig mevtwv BY THY ToLOUTWY. 


tod oe H0"] mou pdt is the read- 
ing of the MSS. But it is necessary to 
insert the pronoun, and Stallbaum was 
right in his first edition when he changed 
pend into pyre. There is no reason 
why py PEUWYTSat should receive more 
stress than wy) SofdCety or wr} doylte- 
oSat; (for though we have pdt in 
this ‘ast instance, the ‘not even” or 
“also not” refers not to Suvatdy etvar 
d., but to elg tév emetta ypdvov). 

[6x94] The reason for putting gay- 
Sq) in brackets is that any dog, whether 
false or true, would suffice mpd¢ td do- 
Editeww yatpewv, and, where there is no 
vous, there can be no Sofa. 

[Saddrrva0]] If Plato had cared to tell 


us that shellfish lived in the sea, he 
would not have done so by placing an 
adjective where it is out of construction. 
He would at least have written Sa\ét- 
tia Svra. Let us therefore leave the 
commentators to decide, when they can, 
whether the sense is Soa Sahartea 
Zotw euibuya, or Goa eyrpuye gore 
Sodarrea. 

peradaBdvres}] ig. év pdper AaBdv- 
teg¢. Compare below 51, A. 

wévrev wy] I have supplied wv, which 
is required by the rules of the language. 
Not even an inferior writer would say, 
yy petéyav Gd drady¢. The syl- 
lable was absorbed by that which pre- 
ceded it. 


TIAATQNOS PIAHBOS. 25 


PQ. Ovdécegos 6 i) Bios, @ Sumgaves, houye tovtwy ci- 
eetdcg, od8 Ghd un more, cdg by gmat, povi. 

22. Tid 6 Surayporegos, @ IIgedraoye, 2 dupot aug 22 
puydete n0Lv0g yevomevos; 

TTPQ. “Hoovijg déyers not vow [xat peoviioews]; 

22. Otte xai tov torodtov déyo é éywye. 

TIP2. és dirov tovrey y cignoerou sedcegor 2) éxetvery 
ércotegovoir, at +7edg sovrorg y ovx O mév, 6 O° ov. 

22. Mavdcvouev obv 6 w viv tiv éoti 6 eo cueainny éy 
tolg magover Adyous 5 

TPQ. ev Her oby, ore ngstg per Aloe reoirédrygee, tol 
dvoiy 0 obdéregos inavog ovd” aigétog obt” avSouzwy ovtE B 
Cow ovdert. 

22. Mav ody ox ion tovtey ye mége djhov wg obdéregos 
airay elye TayeS oy 5 iy yea ay inavdg nai téheog “OL HOE 
[putoig nai] Caorg aigerds, oianeg dvvacév } iv ovtwg cet dud 
Biov. Civ. et dé tig tha fees? uso, rage poo ay ny tov 
alndag aigerod ecubavery cxwy 5 dyvoiag 7] tuvog avayung 


on evdaiwovoc. 


TIPQ. *Eowe yoo cov obrog eye. 

2Q. ‘Qg pév cvoivvy tiv ye DudnBov Fedv od dei dtavosi- 
oFc Tarver xai cyador, tnaviig eigjodad pou doxet. 

Ol. Ovde © veg 6 o6¢ voig, @ Swupares, zor teyatdr, 
aly Een mov vavta éyxAruara. ‘, 


€ Gphoty cuppixdels] de, Sid Td 
Ouptyatvae. This use of the participle 
is very frequent in Plato. , Compare Rep. 
506, B, Tpodupovpeves (doy npovey ye- 
lav dphyjow,—te., Sid td Tpolupet- 
aja. In the next sentence xal @po- 
yacews is a manifest interpolation. 

kal mpds totros ye] This is com- 
monly understood to mean and besides; 
but it is evident that nothing additional 
is stated. Stallbaum’s defence of it, 
‘notio atque vis precedentis nag conjir- 
matur et augetur,’ is only true as to 
conjfirmatur, whereas augetur is the point 
in question. Schleiermacher under- 
stands, in addition to those lives (the 
unmixed); but this would have been 
éxetvorg, and, besides, how can a man 


choose both contraries, the unmixed and 
the mixed together? I cannot uphold 
my own former solution of this dif- 
ficulty, for ‘‘in addition to my friends 
here” would be npd¢ rotoSe. As some 
addition is intended, the only con- 
ceivable addition to ‘‘every body will 
choose this life’, is “and one and all 
will bear me out in saying so” This 
might be, nal Tpocsyaetat rotate Y 
ovy 6 pév, 6 8 ob. 

[pvrots Kal] {wo1s] He afterwards adds, 
el S€ tig fav, and is evidently think- 
ing of Cia capable of choice, and pos- 
sessed of intellect. It is therefore high 
time these outa were weeded out of 
the text. "Avéyxn odx evdatuov is one 
of the many euphemisms for Madness. 
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32. , Tey? *, oO. Didnpe, 6 6 y éudg’ .ov gérvtoe tov 7” 
ahayduvdy & Gen nai Setov, ola voy, GAN dhe mug exer. 
Tov Hey oby, muntyQloy Qos tov xorvoy Bioy obx aupropyris 
[zw] tzéo vot, tar dé oi, deveegetor 4 Agcy nat OxnorEty HOH Ege 
Dt dgcicopsey, Tey yee ay tod xowvod covrou. Biov airegped? 
ay éncivegog “6 psy cov voi. [aiscor], 60 hdovijy [elvas}, - “Kett 
oteea. #0" ee dyadov tobtiv cuecpotégaoy ovdéregor 6 ay ein, tayo 
0° dy altidy wg brokapoe wdcegov adbrdy eivea. todrov di) mége 
not wcihhov eu 71906 DidnBoy Seapeaatueny 2 &, wg éy Tq. een 
tovt@ Big, « 6 ti mov gore TOU? O LoBoy 6. flog obtog yéyo- 
vEv aigetog Gyo nee ayadis, ovy, a ahla vovg tovtm Evy- 
pexeorenoy od opordregay , gout. nai, nated vobtoy tov hoyov 
ott ay TOY mowteElur od ad via devtegelov idovy; wendy 
aly dig by mote héyorto. mrogguiTégen 0 got Te TOE, 
el Te TD) eu v@ det recaceveEy pes ta viv. 

TIPQ, *AMG un, & Sduoates, duouye doxet viv née + Saloni 
ou mEntonevar naSracagel mlayeion § ind civ viv dn Adywr: 
Tov 76a veantngiov még poxouery xslt. tov dé yobv, wg 
Zone, lexcéov wg eupodveg ou Gvtemotetto THY wxnvnglov* 


ta yag abtad tnaden..dv, tov. dé di) devregeiwy oregnFeion 


Mid 


otk Gpdio Byrd [ae] It is difficult. 


to, account for m in this place, for, he 


evidently renounces for ever the claims ~ 
of yov¢ to the first prize, and contends, 


only for the second. Perhaps the re- 
servation may be accounted for by his 


mention of the Jetog vous. the relation, 


of which to, that of man is. afterwards 
treated of. But then again if this had 
been intended, he would scarcely have 
used the words mpd¢ tév xoivdv Blov: 
and altogetlier why confuse the ar- 
gument with an afterthought about some 
other vodc¢? I now believe rw to be 
a mere reproduction of the preceding 
té .in duprofaes 

adrugped” See Addenda. 

otre—oi8 at]-Of this construction 
Stallbaum gives the following instances: 
Phileb. 42,0; Laws 840, A; Rep. 608, B; 
Ibid. 426, B; from which it appears 
that although odre—ovdt is inadmis- 
sible, ovte—ov8 ad or ovSé ye is 
correct. . 


perév] As you cannot say Adyetae 

oy, but deyetor. stvat, you would. here 
expect’ petetvat, not petov. But petov 
came to. be looked: upon as almost. a 
noun, so that in A¢yorr’ dv petév we 
understand the infinitive efvat. Thus 
in Laws 900, E, we read: Seoic 8 
obts peya obre Opixpsy THY ToLOUTEY 
perdv épodpev. 
_ viv pév] The Bodleian has no pév, 
but. I think it is an accidental omission, 
for the opposition is between this first 
bout and another, tav 5& Sy devte- 
pelow—. : 

oo. renraxévar]_ got cannot belong 
to xentwxévat, for ux6 cov is, the proper 
construction after nixtewy. Nor ean it 
belong to nknyetaa, for then Socrates 
the agent, and Adyot the instruments, 
would be made to change places. It 
is difficult to say what should .be done 
with the word, for it does not look 
like an interpolation. Did Plato write 
hrrormenteoxdvae? 
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ipdov4} movrdmaow oy Teve Zod 
Eoaotdv: ovdé ae exeivorg Lae 
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cecspelery oxoin meas. TOV abtiig 
ay Gpsottng paivorto woth. 


SQ. Th obv; oth tuewor adriy sav HOn nai ) Ti emel- 
Beordryy aith moeocpéoovta Bdouvov noi éehéyyovta Avaety ; 

IIP2. Ovdey héyerg, @ Scdugares. . 

32. 14e Ste c6 advvatoy eimov, Avmeiv Hdoviy; 


ITP2. Ov udvor ve, 


oaW 


a ,. 2 ~ c 2 , t 
OTL XL GYVOELG WS ovdeis ww 


Ge icy wsdnoe, meiv av sig téhog émekeh Ing tovrwy 1] 


eye. 


32. BoSai &oc, & Weuraeye, ouxvon yey déyou, x00. te 
rod, axeddv 0& ovdd evn te badiov. viv yao On patverar delv 
[@Adng pemyorigg], exci va devtegeta trég vob sogevduevor, obov 


Bély éyew Erega tay eumgoodev [dyer]: 


nal Tate. 
TIP2. Ovxoiy xor. 
32, Hes yde ov; 
mergwuEeda TIIEWEVOL. 
ITPQ. ‘Toiav di héyets ; 


gow 8 tows ea 


‘ 


civ dé 7 doxiw obcod Srevdaseiodau 


22. cre ce viv ovea &v tH rave duyh diedcBoper, 


uahhov O°, eb Bovder, tori. 


TIP2. Ka¥ 6 w goeatoug ty. 


pgdlov] The best MSS. have é¢dt0v; 
but the piv after cvyvod appears to 
me conclusive in favour of the other 
reading. In the common text, we have 
bgdlov nee Tt voy. 

viv yap 5) x. 7. &] But the enquiry 
is no more difficult now than at any 
other time; whereas we want viv with 
og. &. “we must now begin a new ar- 
gument”. Because the misplaced mov 
te seemed an awkward desinence, some 
scribe brought the viv into the first 
sentence, and contrived xa) as the be- 
ginning of the next. 

Setv [4AAys pyXavijs]] This is a sin- 
gular construction of Sztv, at once with 
a genitive and an infinitive; it may be 
said that as the ddAn wnyavi) consists 
in 2yetv B. &., this is added by way of 
explanation. But is there any beauty 
or propriety in such a manner of writ~ 
ing? Plato imitated the freedom, even 
the license, of common conversation, 


if you will. But is this tolerable even 
in common conversation, or is it the 
slipshod talk of uneducated men? Again 
we have another such pleasing negligence 
in B&y Etepa tv Eunpootev Adyov. 

IIlé3 yap of;] This is given in tho 
Books as the answer to Socrates. But 
Ovxoty er} is the answer, and IId¢ 
yap o¥; is Socrates’. assent. Xpx} is 
the answer to dciv 2 Topevdpwevoy a8 
eyety, another proof of the spuriousness 
of dys pnyavis. 

SievlaPeto Par meapdyeda rrOépevor 
furnishes one of the editors with the 
excuse for a learned note to shew that 
verbs and participles sometimes change 
hands. Surely it needed neither Hein- 
dorf ad Gorgiam, nor Schefer on Gre- 
gorius Corinthus, nor Seidler on tho 


Iphigenia in Tauris to shew that you 


can say either percurro ridens, or rideo. 
percurrens. It costs more effort dtev- 
AaBetoSar than tideoSat. 


Cc 
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32. AdBowev Kira cay viv dO} Moywr. 


IIPQ. Tota; 


XQ. Tov Iedv ahéyouéy mov 16 


” % bd Lan 

ovtwy, tO 0& méQaC; 
TIP2. Tevv ev ody. 
32. Tovtw dh vay eidcov 


: ~ hg > 
D2 auqoiv covcow Ev ti Evppeoydpevor. etui 0, 


wey Grceigov deiban Tuy 


, 
ta Ovo TLIWpEDA, TO OE TOLTOV 
wg Eotner, 


2yo yehoids tig [ix]avog, td x? etdy duotds nai ovvagedpov- 


Hevos. 


IPQ. Ti gis, @ yas; 


32. Terderov mor yévovg av meoodetv. 


TIP2. Aéye tivos. 


SQ. Tig kvuptk_ews covrwy meds Gna tiv aitiay dea, 
nai Tider pot mQdg TOIg TeLOiv exEivoLg TétAQTOY TOUTO. 
TIP. Mey otv cou nai méuntov mooodenoer dtoxgroty 


tive Svverévov ; 


Gireipov . . mépas] It is evident that 
the népag and dmetpov of 16, c, are dif- 
ferent from those now brought forward. 
In the ‘former case they express the 
indefinite multitude of the individuals 
and the definite number of species ;: in 
the latter, the unlimited nature of all 
quality and quantity in the abstract, 
and the definite proportions of the same 
in existing things. But in both cases 
we find that the effect of the mépa¢ is 
analogous; that knowledge in dialectics 
and life in physics are the result of a 
certain limitation. 

arépas] Heindorf and Schleiermacher 
are by no means to be followed in 
reading népag @yov. As Béckh rightly 
observes in his Philolaus, the opposite 
power to the &retpov is not that which 
is limited, but that which limits. Un- 
less we keep répa¢ here clear from 
the proposed addition, and cancel 2yov 
in two subsequent places, we make non- 
sense of the whole disputation. 

Totrw 51 tdv Sav] I have adopted 
Stallbaum’s emendation, which the con- 
text makes necessary. ‘‘Let us lay 
down these two, as two of the Classes 
required.” But in the manifestly cor- 
rupt sentence which follows, something 
less weak and flat than yehoté¢ tes, odx, 


Bodleian has txavds taé 7 elSn. 


The 
It is 
probable that in the archetypal MS. the 
text ran thus: TEAOIOC. TICANOC, 
te. yedotos tts &vSpwrus, and that some 
scribe thought that in ICANOC he saw 
txavdg. The other various reading ° Ta 
appears decidedly preferable to xaté, for 
he is endeavouring not to separate things 
according to their kinds, but to point 
out distinct kinds, and then to repeat 
the catalogue of them. On the whole 
there is little violence done to the 
oldest text, and nothing left unsaid or 
said improperly, in the reading: elut 
8, ds _Eouxev, eyo yeroidc nis dvOpu- 
mos, Ta T etSy Stiotas xal ouvaprd. 
mpds rots tproly] See Addenda. 
Mov ow] This question and the 
answer given to it are of importance, 
being introduced by Plato not only as 
an example of the care which is re- 
quisite in every dialectic process to 
leave no distinction unnoticed which 
may help towards a complete classifica- 
tion, but still more because it serves 
to bring out in its full significance the 
aitla ti¢ Evpuléenms. Had this latter 
been a mere agent, one would expect 
the counter-agent to be also mentioned; 
but Socrates observing in his ironical 


teavadg xar’ ely 3. is wanted. 
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22. Tay’ dv ob pi oipai 7 av tO viv. édy dé te dép, 
Gvyyvisoee mov joe OD petadiednover [wéuntov ior}. 


TPQ. Ti wiv; 


IQ. Tedrov wév Ot tev cercvagwy ce teia dredduevor, ta 
dto tovtwv meowueda, olka Exacegov zoxtopévoy nal duE- 
oraduévoy iddvteg, sig tv madly Excregov avvayaydrtes, voij- 
oo mh rove ty abtrav ty nai moda Exctvegor. 

-\,JTPQ. Et pot capéoregoy ee megi abtay etzoig, tax? av 


© , 
E7TOLLNY. 


a ~ 
32. Aéyw voivy ta dto, & reotidepou, cave sive Ere 24 
viv Oj, tO wer Gregov, TO dé mépag [éyor]. Ste dé todmov 
Twa TO GEigov moAAG got, mrELecoouce Pedte* Td dé wéQas 


[exov] quds meguuevéro. 
HPQ. Méve. 


vv 4 a BY . iy 4 , 2 , , 
7 ae ee wart By... xahersov per yaQg “xo aupopytratnoy 
O nEhevw Oe GxOnEIY, Og Oé OxOMEL. IeQuotégov nal Wuyoo- 
TEQov éQL TEEMTOY GOA méQUG EL MOV ~OTL VOHOAL, } TO paA- 


manner, ‘that he does not think he shall 
want any such,’ prepares us to attach 
a higher importance to the aittg -than 
to anything yet spoken of. Nor indeed 
is there any elSo5 Staxproty tye Suvd- 
pevov. For these &metpa are represen- 
ted as forced into this conjunction with 
the népac, and kept so against their 
will... So that dissolution is not an 
act of. the altla but « consequence 
of its not acting. I have changed tt- 
vo¢ into tevx, and further on, I have 
followed all later editors in bracketing 
Blov, which is clearly out of place; 
but it is probable that méyntov was 
added at the same time; at all events 
it is needless and worthless. 

+a tpla] More probably to tplrov ie. 
yévog: for the process is not to take 
three out of the four, and then two 
from those three; nor would SreAdpevor 
be the right word in such a sense as 
separating, but. dmohaBévtes. Such a 
roundabout way of getting at the first 
two is evidently unmeaning; but. we 
are bidden to take the xotvcv, which 
is the. third, and resolve it into its 
constituents, mépag and dmetpov. And 
this is the simplest way of arriving at 
those two: for the instances of the 


xotvdy are found in sensible objects, 
out of which we obtain by analysis the 
qualities which in their own nature are 
More or Less, and the proportion which 
limits and confines them. t& 8v0 tov- 
twyv, if the reading is correct, must be 
taken to mean the first and second of 
these yévn. We shall find lower down 
another striking instance of the cardinal 
and ordinal numbers being confused 
through their being expressed by the 
same compendia. Toda éoytopevov is 
like pépn Starpetv Polit. 283, p, and 
elsewhere. It is a variety of the ac- 
cusative of effect, like unddv atpery, 
Bpayd ouctéddewv, ouixpd xatoxdrtery 
&e. 
wépas [txov]] This expression both 
here, and two lines lower, is certainly 
faulty. To mépas lyov is that &metpov 
which. has ceased to:be such by being 
submitted to the mépa¢; so that this 
description belongs properly to the third 
YEvOG. 

a mov] et wor Te voqoats dv is 
the reading of all the MSS., and 
followed by, I believe, all editors. 
Nothing can be more unsuitable, than 
the use of the optative; or rather the 
conditional, where all that the speaker 
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B Ady te nai iycror ev adtoig oixovvte, toig yéveow, Eworteg ay 
avolnijroy, véhog ovr emiteéweror yiyveodat’ yevouéwng ya te- 
hevtiig nai abt verehevtyxator. vite Sy 

TIP, ?Alndéorare Aéyets. 


‘ 


SQ. *Ael dé ye, paper, & te tH Hequotégyy xai tH Wo- 
xootéow tO wahAdy te nai frvoy 2%. 


TIP2. Kei whe. 


32. *Aei toivvy 6 Aéyos onpeori ves covtw i téhog: éyey" 


ace; o Ovee Ohycov mavecwaoty areeiges ylyveo Dov. 


ae SYP 


TPQ. Kei ode ye, © Nwxnoates. 

32. 2A chy’, & qpihe Tecicagre, brélaBes, 200 avery 
Gag fe Out xi co o—pddea tTODI’, 0 od viv epIéysw, ual td 7” 
Hoga tiv avriy ddvepuy syetov typ wadhoy ve rat Fecov. Gov 
yag ay evijcoy, ov% g&tov eivar moody Exaotov, GAA’, cet ‘oqo- 
dedtegov hougoerégou nal tovvartioy éxaotats regegeaty eu- 
meoLowree, TO mAZO¥ “ai tO eAcetOY dxcegyaleaSoy, tO 0€ moo bv 


agavileroy. 0 yao ééxdn viv 


4, jt) apavicarte 6 70000, 


Gad” édoavte aitd te nai tO métouov év tH tov madlov xai 
| ss ; mae: 
qerov [nai] apedga nai Tego Beg éyyevéodar, avta zooer 


TAVTA & ENS abrov xeigas ev. 


intends is, “tell me if you can discern.” 
The'common copy from which our MSS. 
are derived was probably made by a 
scribe who had before him, EIDNLOY 
ECTI NOHCAI, and as the Y looked 
very like TF (with which it is con- 
tinually confounded) he thought he saw 
TIOTE; and out of IXOTECTI he 
made LOTE TI. After this, vonoat 
would necessarily pass for an optative, 
and the sense would suggest the cor- 
rection of vorjoat¢'dv. The same mood 
has been forced upon: the next sentence 
through the prevailing habit among the 
later Greeks of confounding, (as indeed 
they still do), € and at; so that the 
word would pass through the following 
changes: ~ eretpepetov—enitpdipartov— 
erttpepaitny with @ dy. A due considera- 
tion of Eworee &¥ évotxytov would have 
stopped‘ the course of this corruption. 
olxodvre] This is Stallbaum’s correc- 
tion for ofxovy. The words tot¢ yéveot 


h évipv. 


ovds Wuyodtegoy ettny ty, laws tO 70o6v" 


ov yao ete Degudregor 
TEQOXWQEL Yao 


are not to be taken with év autotc, in 
the kinds themselves, which would be 
needlessly emphatical; but with tédo¢ 
ovx enitpépetov yiyverSat, will not 
allow any bound to be fixed to the kinds 
(hotter and colder), as long as they re- 
side in them. 

aird] ie, the More and the Less. 

dvépyyoas F] See Addenda. 

[xat]} He 38 no longer speaking of 
paddev xat Attov in the abstract, but 
of a new instance of them in opodpé- 
tepov xad Yovyaltepov, an expression 
which he here varies by paAdov xal 
Frrav opdspa xadi yodpa. 

AaBdvre rd tromdy] If they were to 
admit Quantity. As ee here = 
et AdBorev, and not ¢« BaBov, the 
optative eltny which rests on &rny in. 
Bodl. and forny in Ven. is better than 
Hoty (Bekk. and Stallb.), which was 
conjectured by the scribe: of: the Vat. 
MS., who could make nothing: of Eorny. 


x 
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nad od péver td te Sequbtegov del nal TO Woxodtegor woat- 
two, td d& moody “otn “ol monluoy érovboato.: xara 01) Tov- 
tov tov Aéyor &eigov yiyvor ay vO a xed totvar— 
tlov Gc. ; ene ks 

TPQ. @aivetca yotr, & hanes Zor 0°, Smeg eles, 
od 6gdta Tatra Suvémeo dau. tO 08 aig ab3ic te vai adduc 
dawg [Aeydévca] tov C suave noi Tov egwreduevor inaveg E 
ay Evugquvoiveas drcogpiperer. i 

SQ. 2AM 8d ev dyes, nat met gaéoy ove movely? viv 
[évtoe a Foer Tis tov ameigov ' pioetug é tovro deFoueda on- 
petov, Tver’ ju) sedvc?* brceErdvteg pyebveomer. oe 

ITP2. To moiov oy Aéyets 5 

32. ‘Ondo’ ey iy patrapcae uahov te ral icrov piyie- 
eleva, xed 66 opodye: nob meena dexdueve nat td Alay xat-8oa 
toLaita mevta, Eig TO TOU amEloov yévog Cg eis ev ety medvee 25 
Tabta tudévar, “ota TOY eurcgoodey hoyor, ov epapev, ‘Gee 
deéoreorar nal drécycrer visiayeyeveas xonvea nace dbvapey 
play eronpaivesdai tive prow, et pépmrnoat. ey 


TPQ. Méurnuet. 


32: Ovnoty ce wh. Osydueva tabta, tovtwr d& tévartia 
mavra dexoueva, remvov uv TO toov xal iodtyta, werd dé vd 


rary te 


\ 


7d 88 rocdy tory Kal mpoidy érai- 


caro] But the So Much stood still, and- 


ceased to advance,—namely, before it 
was expélled by pchhov té xat ¥rTov. 
This will account for the use of the 
aorists. The difference between pathhov 
xa Troy and opd8pa xat eépa is not 
such as Stallbaum expresses in_ his 
paraphrase, Hit is. an, Indefinite, not 
only extensively as to quantity, but also 
intensively as'to quality:’'-for'the ex- 
ample chosen (of heat and cold) belongs 
much more properly to the latter. Be- 
sides, if quantity had:been intended, 
he would have expressed ‘that by héov 
wat Biaertov. Intensity of degree is 
meant ‘in both instances, but the dis- 
tinction is marked by the speaker him- 
self, when hé ‘adds to oné toi¢ YEvesry, 
and to the other Taig wpdteotv: ' In the 
first-\easé the quality is looked upon as 
a state; in the second, as'an immediate 
effect. té moody is the limit of the 


former; 6 petprov of the latter. . 
Er 8 els av0ls re kal opis]. The 


article ‘which formerly gave the so much © 


trouble is. restored to its;just rights by 
the expulsion of the word deySévte; 
for it gives to the words. which follow 
it. the nature of. a subject. Hereafter 
and Hereafter will” bring’ us Anto unison.” 
iHe: does not say toa SIG, “becaise this 
repetition. is not to take place now, as is 
evident from the opposition viv pévrot. 
Setv] For S2t I read Setv, which de- 
pends on eyw, as tmgilled 2 in tO notov 
34 weyers 3 LN eRe as 
play ‘emornpatver Gal twa ici] 
To set’ upon them the seal of some one 
nature,—t.e., by giving them a genéric 
name. We should have expected tov- 
tors, but where two regimens occur 
together, as here ovvayaydvtas and ért- 
onuatvedsat, the case of oné or ‘the 
other: is suppréssed. 
Medew. v. 734. - : 


“Bee Porson on 
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tooy tO OumAcovoy nal may & cl meg Gy -medg aerdpov deud- 
B og 7 uétgorv 7 700s Hérgoy, COTO Eiumovee sig 0 még 
amohoyelomevor AOAWS EY . Souoipey, deav tovro; H mag Od PIs; 


TPQ. 
52. . 
idéay proper YEU; 
ITPQ. 
oe 
Ta Tig FEav.. aise 


Kélkuore y, 6 Zedngares. 
Elev, 16 08 totcov 6 yuxtor & tobroly augoty tive 


DO nai spol gedoas, og, ole. 
Osdg pév obv, ev még Y ects edyctig ercijnoog ylyvn- 


TIPQ. Evyov: dn wal ondmet. 


22. 
hut viv On yeyovévat. 

IIP2. 

22, 


Aéyw. 
IPQ. Aéye qéovov. 


Sxomd, nal wor doxet tig, @ ene attey pidog 


Tldg héyetg cobr0; zai vive vexunolp xen; - 
Dedow didov bri.. od dé por Grvenolovdnooy TH 


2. __ Bsqudzegoy eoderriuede voy oi COU TL Kab. ryos- 


TEQOY. h eo; 
a Nai. 


2. TigdoSec 07} Sygdregov nai byedrepor adtois, xai id ahéov 
not Flaccoy, not IAtTOY “OL Boadiregor, nat peetbov nat Oe 
nodtegoy, nai drdou év tH mododer tg TO UGhAdy te xai F- 
tov dexouerng eviSemev [els ev] gpicewe. 

' TIPQ. Tig tov azceigov héyets; 

22. Nei. Cup pele O& ye sig adtiy tO pete Tavre Ty 


ad tov méputos yevvav. 
ITP2. Toiay; 


32, “Hy nat viv 31, déov § MESS nademeg viyy tov dreeigov 


ournydyouev eis Ey, evra xai 


kal way 8 rl wep «. Tr. &] That is 
the triple, the quadruple, the third, the 
fourth, and so on with all multiples 
and all measures, whether in. Pee 
or magnitudes. 

[els wy) trSdvar ele Ev “to lead ina 
genus” is correct, and so likewise is 
wrSdvae tl twos pucews, “to declare 
anything as belonging to a certain na- 
ture.” But trSdyat te etg &y tevog pu- 


THY TOU mEQaTOELdO’E OvVAyA- 


cems is unexampled and inconceivable. 
Here again we have a specimen of 
that officious interference which has 
ruined so many texts. : 

yévvav] Not | Finiti genus! (Stallb. i, 
a misconception which has led to a 
wrong view of the whole passage, but 
the whole race or family, ta Seydueva 
a7] Tapa See the following notes. 
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yeiv, [ov] ovrnyayousr. GAR 
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»” x ~ aA U 
tOWG “QL VvLY TALTOV Oocoecc. 


U >» 
[covrey aupotéquy ovvayouévor narapavijg xcneivyn yerioetat. | 


[od] ouvynydyopev] “It may be asked, 
was there not a sufficient owaywyy 
above in Ovxoty té yay} Seydpeva x. tT. €.? 
or if not, in what is the definition which 
follows better than that former one? 
But this is not Plato’s meaning. The 
deficiency complained of is, that they 
had not made an enumeration of the 
things which contain the népog. For 
while we have népac corresponding to 
aTreLOV, and too xa Sitddotov to ad- 
Aov xal yttov, apddpa xal yodua, and 
the jike, we have nothing to answer 
to vyodtepov xat Enpdtepov and the 
other examples. These are supplied 
by Socrates further on in the passage 
beginning "Ap ovx év pty vdoo.” I 
leave this note as I find it in the first 
Edition, but I have two serious ob- 
jections to, make to it. 1. The passage 
beginning "Ap ovx év pty vocotg regards 
the xowvdv and not the népac, nor can 
any other enumeration of the mépa¢ 
in itself be given, except what occurs 
above in Ovxodv td pi Seydpeva x. T.E, 
and immediately after this passage, in 
Thy tod toov x. tT. & 2 tavrdy, 
whatever is added to it, implies that 
the thing has been done before. More- 
over, although, as a general rule, after 
Sgov you expect a negative, this is the 
result of circumstances, and not in- 
volved in the nature of the word; and 
it appears to me, that neither xa) nor 
viv Sq is compatible with ov ounyd- 
youev. “The very thing which we just 
now did” is so natural, and “the very 
thing which we just now did not do” 
so much the reverse, that I have not 
hesitated to cancel ov. It is true that 
one of my reasons depends on a dis- 
puted passage, to the consideration of 
which I now pass. tavtév Space is 
interpreted by Stallbaum, ‘it will do 
as well.” His example is taken from 
Epist. 5, 322%. Tautov Sx) ctuat Spacae 

ay xo Ty epxy EuyBoudry. But if 
any one will give himself the trouble 
to read the context, he will see that the 
sense required is this. “I offered no 
“advice to my own people, because I 
“thought them incurable, and it was of 
“no use running into jeopardy where 

Platonis Philebus. 


“T could get none to listen. I suppose 
“any adviser would do the same by my 
“company: ef SdEauev avatads eye, 
“he would leave us to our own de- 
“vices.” Of the passages quoted by 
Winckelmann, that from the Republic 
HIn —norel tavtdv, Svoxiwetws eye xat 
Svopadas, needs no comment; that 
from Thucydides B. 2, otovtar oplar 
xoat dv TH vautix@ Totvjsew to avte, 
would not be to the purpose even were 
it sound; but “Read, ogets.” Va ey 
think they will do as much by sea.’ 
That in Thue. B. 7. tauvtdy 45n émotet 
autoicg vixdv te payoudvos Sta mavtds 
xa pydt payectat is very much to 
the purpose, and shews that an infinitive 
is the subject of the phrase in question, 
and that the phrase is (as one would 
expect) not tavtov Spacer, but tavtdv 
Totyoet. Another difficulty i is presented 
by ToUT@Y awe. GuVayoUeVOV xaTaApavas 
xdxeivy yevyjoetat. TPQ. TTotav xat 
mig éyers; SQ. Ti Tob toov ¥.T. &.! 
for beyond all doubt xdxetvy refers to 
the third yéiva which they have been 
some time in quest of. But who could 
help taking rolav to refer to xaxelvn? 
and yet motav is answered by Socrates 
as referring to the second. If the 
reader will look very closely into this 
matter, he will see that dypotépwy 
cuvayopdvey p. x. y. is an interruption 
to the argument, ‘We have (or have 
not) already told over the members of 
the népag family. Let us do it again 
(or let us do so now).” What ought to 
follow? Most undoubtedly the question 
of Protarchus: ‘What do you mean by 
family? and what family?” Then would 
follow the enumeration; but after this 
it is most surprising that Protarchus 
should answer:— “I understand: you 
mean, I suppose, that if we mix them, 
certain products will result”—. How 
could he say this, if something about 
this combination had not been mentioned 
after the description of the family 
itself? I think there cannot be any 
doubt that a clause has strayed from 
its place, and that we should restore 
it after dmepyaCetat, at the end of So- 
crates’ next speech. 
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TTPQ. Toiay noi rog déyetc; 

32. Tiy rot toov noi dtrdacior, 
EGldrla cavartia dvepogws éyovtc, otupetoa dé nal otupera, 
(covtoyv 3 auotéguy ovve- 


nai Ordon mater 700g 


~ rd > 
évdsion aoududrv, ameoyatetat. 


? 
youevon natagparis xanelyn yEevijoEscat.) 
TIP2. Mervdave: gaiver yao joe Aéyerv, uyvior tavta, 
yevéges Tuas ap Excotwr ovuPaiverr. 


32. Oodas ydo qaivown. 
TPQ. Aéye totvvr. 
2. 


tiv byietag qtow e&yévynoer; 


"Ao oie &v psy vooog *** H covtev dod} xoLvwvia 


TIP2. Tovetenact wév ovr. 


32. 7Ey 0 o&et xal Bast 


Tv rod trou] Socrates describes the 
néoag family as, whatever puts an end 
to the contradiction in Opposites. For 
every Indefinite has _two opposite ex- 
tremes, pa&drov xab yttov, which being 
unlimited, and having no proportion in 
themselves, would be in continual con- 
tradiction, if they were not tempered 
and harmonized by the agencies belong- 
ing to the class of xéoa¢, which effects 
this end by introducing in each case a 
suitable number or basis of proportion. 
He does not say rév dorSudy, for he is 
speaking of particulars. This doctrine 
of the power of Number as the ground 
both of things in themselves, and of 
our perception of them, is the chief 
characteristic of the Pythagorean School, 
from whom it was adopted by the 
semi-Pythagorean Epicharmus. Béckh 
has an ingenious remark that this basis 
of the Doric Philosophy stands half 
way between the material groundwork 
of the Ionic School, and the intellectual 
principle of the Attic. See Extracts 
from the “Philolaus” in the Appendix. 

pryviow ratra] The MSS. and Edd. 
have peyvie, an anacolouthon, where 
such a figure is a capricious violation 
of grammar, serving no purpose of 
clearness or emphasis. I have there- 
fore adopted the correction proposed 
by Klitsch. 

véoots] “The indefinite extremes of 
hot and cold, moist and dry, &c. 
routwy and tavta taita are the yéva 
tod mépatos, instances of the Limit, not 


+ ~ \ ~ PJ , 
nab Toye nat Boadst, arcetgors 


the mépa¢ and &zxetpov, as Stallbaum 
supposes, for how can they be said to 
be év toig dnetaonc or zéoae amepya- 
oacsat? On the other hand, we can 
say with perfect propriety that each 
limitative agent produces a Limit.” When 
I wrote the above, if any one had 
asked me why these Limits were not 
mentioned by name, I could not have 
answered him. But I now see by other 
certain signs that this defect is charge- 
able upon our present text, which is 
very different from that of Plato. When 
Schleiermacher met with tavta éyytyve- 
peva tata in the very next sentence, 
he was surprised that it was not rather 
avin dyyeyvopdvn, (se. xorvevia) and 
proposed a transposition, which would 
not have mended matters; for the pre- 
vious Tovtwy was still to be accounted 
for. But no one seems to have stumbled 
at the worst difficulty ; namely that in 
ap’ oux vy pév voaorc, followed by 
"Ey & Ect zat Bapei, x. 1. &, we 
have a most ludicrous attempt at anti- 
thesis. The same remedy will allay 
both this perplexity, and that caused 
by todtwy. There is a /acuna in the 
text, where I have indicated one. This 
the reader can fill up for himself; but 
the substance of his supplement must 
be as follows : év pey vdcorg (to Seo- 
wov xal TO puyesy, xal to Uypdv xa 
a) Enedy & add Rots oT aad leroy, tO 
3 RGody xan aa) pérprov Stay eyyévy- 
Tat,) YW TovtTwv ded} xotvevla x. T. 
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OY4 
rats) 


Py x) > - 
ovo, do ov tavte éyyryvouEeva TovS Gua méoas T azELoyd- 
gato, nai povorzny Evurcacay + tededtara Evrvecryoaro; 


TIPQ. 
22. 


Medora ye. 


Kei wiy & ye yeqmoor nai nviyeow eyyevoueva 16 


lev cod Mav nai &reoov a—petdero, 16 O° eupetoov nad ceyece 


OVUMETQOY GLELeyaORTO. 
TIP2. Ti ui; 
22. 


> ~ Zz » 
Ovnovy &% tottwy meat te xai boa nada movd? huiv 


, ~ > > ~ 
yéyove, TOY T arceiquy xai THY mépag exdrvTMY OUppLYPEVTLY ; 


WP2. Ig & ov; 


SQ. Kai hdc 0} pvel? éntdeixo déywor, oiov we? byretag 


nxcdhog nai ioxty, 


~ t 
nai ey Woyots od meprohda Etega xai 


maynade. vBeuv yao mov nat Sipuscacay mevtwr rovnoiay avery 
xatidovoa } on Sedg, w uché DidnBe, méoag exdvtwv ovH? 


Eipracay rekedrara] I do not pro- 
fess to understand the force of either 
of these words. The first seems false 
in fact; for although all music arises 
from this source, each several com- 
bination does not produce add music. 
And again why fdpnasav, not anacay? 
There is one use of E¥ura¢ which we 
often meet with in Plato; where, after 
speaking of a subordinate genus, he 
passes to a more comprehensive one: 
as for instance he would say Ty TAX- 
Tixy xat try OTpaT Hy EUpracay. 
(Compare below; UBew xal €. movy- 
play.) As for tehewtata, that will sure- 
ly depend on the purity of the medium 
and the variety of the xocg. But this 
attempering of flat and sharp, and swift 
and slow, produces effects on recitation 
also, and on movement. The one good 
quality of all these is Xe.dtq¢; and I 
venture to suggest, yal povoxiy Evp- 
Tasay Te hecdTyTA. 

Médtord ye] The best authenticated 
reading is Kadota; but the continual 
confusion of the two words is known 
to all who are familiar with palzo- 
graphy, and there cannot be a doubt 
which of the two is most appropriate 
here. In Phedr. 263 c, for xcLhOv yovv 
dv, we must read wdAdov yotv av. A 
few pages further on, the Vatican MS. 
has xdd\ota for wddtota, where the 
latter is obviously right. 

Tay wépas éxsvrwv is correct: the par- 


ticular proportions belong to the népag. 
Elsewhere they are called mepxtoctdy. 

iBpw yap mov] There seems no oc- 
casion for zou: it is not improbable 
that Plato wrote: yap more. 

4 07 Oeds] The notion that q sedg 
is a personification of the third YEvos as 
dp3y xowwvie is sufficiently refuted by 
the appeal to Philebus, which could 
only be made because Ais goddess was 
in question. It is so probable that ov 
was-lost in consequence of its nearness 
to J, and it seems so necessary for 
the sense, that I have restored it con- 
jecturally. 

, mépas exdvrav ot HSovav] népas 
ote nSovuy, ovdty oute TAnopovey évdv 
éy avtois, vouov xal thew mépas dydve 
TwY 2Ser0. Such is the reading of the 
Bodleian and the two MSS. which 
mostly agree with it. It is utterly~out 
of construction, and even Stallbaum ap- 
pears to be only half in earnest in de- 
fending it. The inferior copies have 
Byovr’, which I regard as a conjecture, 
such as one often finds from the hands 
of the more recent scribes; nor are 
they always unfortunate ones. But of 
what use can 2yovte be to us? Law 
and order are the limit in this case, 
and can scarcely be said to have it. 
I have therefore accepted éydvtwy as 
right, but in its wrong place; that is 
omitted by accident, and then restored 
to a part of the text to which it did 
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HOovay ovdev ovte mAnopovear 
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évoy éy abtois, vouov nai tabi 


~~ > > 
C mégag ero" nai od wer Aroxvaionl pg avriy, éyo dé TOv- 


> ~ 
vartioy anoow@on éyw. 


coi 07, @ Hewtaeye, mms paiverau; 


TIP2. Kai pela, @ Swueates, Fuorye nore voor. 


22. 


~ ~ ) 
Ovuoiy ta wer On tola Tair’ etenuc, 
JIPQ. 7AM oipou xarvavosiv: 


> ~ 

et Evvvosic. 
a ‘ , ~ N 
ey wév yoo poe doxeig tO 


» +3 
dceigov héyery, Ev O& nai devtegov TO mégag év Tois ovaL* Tel- 
> 
tov 0° ov ogddoa xaréyw ti Bother pocte. 


32. To ydo nhHIdg 8, 
D reirov yévyng. nai tor wohde 


wo Joavucoe, &&énhnke tig vod 
ye nal TO G7reLgov maeéoxeto 


[yévn], Ouwsg 0 éniogoeayiodévta tH tov uedhov xai évavtiov 


yéver Sv apcvn. 
TIP. *Aln 9%. 


= : > 
XQ. Kai phy v6 'ye mégac t ovte woddd sizer, ove’ edvox0- 


laivouey wg ovn iy Ey pice. 
TIP2. Ila yéo ty; 


=i? Oddapes. adhe tgitov pare pe Aéyerv, Ev covto TL 
Sevta, TO tovrwy exyovov arcay, pene [etc] ovo[i]ar & caw 
usta TOD méQutOg amELeyaoMEévwY LETOWY. 


not belong, after the second mépa¢ in- 
stead of the first. 

Grrokvaioat] Plato uses this word in 
Rep. 406, B, for to cnfeeble. In comedy 
it occurs in the sense of to bore to 
death. There is no evidence of its 
being ‘verbum palestricum,’ as Winckel- 
mann supposes; at least, not in the 
sense he intends by his paraphrase, 
‘Deam Voluptatem rationibus et argu- 
mentis tanquam ictibus percussam con- 
cidisse.’ The sense is, and you say 
that she has enfeebled them (ndvtac), 
but I affirm that she has saved them. 
Though if we durst insert ya after 
autyy, the Aio te Aeacida ambiguity 
of the syntax, which has led more 
than one scholar a strange dance, 
would be removed by the order of the 
two accusatives. 

yévvyns] The Books have yevéaews, 
and one editor informs us that TAH 30¢ 
THs yevecews means af toddal yevé- 
cerg. If so, TAYIo¢ Ted KvSpusrov will 
be an equally elegant variation of of 
modhol &vSpwrot. Till this is certain, 
it will be more prudent to take the 
word which has occurred so often, and 


always in the very same acceptation. 

[yévn]] This supplement, which I have 
put in brackets, is in the true style of 
the interpolator. 

otre Toda elxev] This is a strange 
assertion after népag had been declared 
to contain ‘every possible relation of 
number to number and measure to 
measure,’ and the instances of it were 
said to be jbupia. 1 propose Str for 
ovte, and ovtot ¢8. for ovr 28. 

yéveow x. 7. &] “In order to un- 
derstand this passage, it is again ne- 
cessary to observe the same kind of 
distinction as was made in the case of 
m¢pag between the lodtys, yytov, dt- 
tTAovv, on the one side, and the in- 
stances f tin Nature on the other. 
<6 ToUtwy Exyovov &xav, is here equi- 
valent to the instances; these are also 
included under the tov yéeveots els 
ovotayv, by which is implied that every 
existing thing arises from this combina- 
tion. They are said to arise éx tov 
pétpwv, from the proportions, or pro- 
portionate quantities and degrees, &métp- 
yaopevev peta tod mépatos, which are 
effected simultaneously with the mépag 
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TIPQ. *Euodov. 

SQ. “Ale dh mQdg toig tovoi récagtdy te tée” Rpaper E 
elvar yévog oxentéor. now 0 f oxéyug* Boa yag et oor doxet 
avaynatov siver mavta te yiyvouera Oud tv aitiay yiyvecdau. 


Pl, ~ 
TTPQ. *Euouyes nag yee av ywoig [todvtov] yiyvorto; 
XQ. Ovznoiv 4 tot mowitveos pdorg ovdéy [wiv dvouate] 
~ xs , A * ~ % A yw > ~ Ww wy 
Tig aitiag drapége, to dé roLoby nai tO altiov O99a> ay Ely 


heyouevoy [Ev]; 
ITP2. °Oo9«c. 


22. Kai wy v6 ye rovodvuevoy ad xal td yeyvduevov ov- 27 
A ‘ 2 - * ~ a , Cc , 
dev Any ovouctr, xadaneg tO viv dn, Stapégov evonoouer. 


7) 10; 
IIP2. Oirws. 


x > ~ PS 
XQ. "Ao? ody hyeivar wey td rowdy cel xatd plow, +06 


TTPQ2. avi ye. 


, ’ ~ , 2 I 
mototuevov éanodovder [ytyvouevoy] exer; 


it > > 
32. “Ahho Koa nai ov tairoy aitia tv sori nai td dov- 


hevov sig yéveow aivig. 


(Proportion in the abstract), for as soon 
as ever the mépa¢ enters into anything, 
its properties immediately receive their 
due proportion. The whole passage 
may therefore be translated ,— But 
understand me to mean by the third 
kind the whole produce of these two, 
considering all such produce as one, as 
@ coming into being, derived from the 
proportions produced along with the 
Limit.” On looking over this old note, 
I feel but one misgiving; and that is 
as to my implied approval of the words 
yéveow els ovolav. As every yéveots 
must be efg ovatav, understanding ov- 
ata in a lower sense as a yeyevnudvy 
ovata, (see inf. 27, B), the redundancy 
is in itself suspicious ; but this suspicion 
becomes still more serious, when we 
reflect that according to Greek usage 
this kind of apposition would be con- 
nected by a participle; for it is not a 
description appended, but a reason for 
the previous name. fxyovov yéveow cv 
would of course by attraction become 
%. yéveow ovcay. 

apds Tots Tpit] toc has been at last 
inserted before totol, inwitis codicibus. 

Xopts [rovrov]] The attempts to de- 


fend tovtou are conclusive against it. 
ywpts is used adverbially, ut sexcentiens. 

6pbds av ely Aeydpevov [év]] The 
sentence which ends thus, consists of 
two parts, the first in which Cause and 
that which makes are affirmed to have 
no difference as to nature, and the 
second in which the two names are 
said to be convertible. The first has 
been confused with the second by the 
intrusion of mtv dvdyatt, borrowed 
from below. This makes Plato say, 
“that there is no difference in their 
essence, except their name ;” which is 
like saying, there is no difference in 
their stature, except their complexion. 
The second part is made ungrammatical 
by the intrusion of &; for if td moody 
and té atttov are both of them sub- 
jects, heyépeva is indispensable. But 
what a clumsy way of saying, “that 
you can apply either name indifferent- 
ly” is this? “The Maker and the Cause 
would rightly be called one.” Nor can 
heydpevov dv etn be used for déyort’ atv 
with &y or with any name we may apply 
occasionally, but only where some de- 
claration of a name to be permanently 
borne henceforth is intended, 


38 
HP2. Ti pip; 
au. 

Ta tela mMaQéoXETO Huiv yévn; 
TPQ. Kei woke. 
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~ ca ’ 
Otuoiv ta pév yryvoueva noi && wv yiyvetoe marta 


XQ. Td dé 0} mevta cvaira Snuwoveyoiv héywpev vétag- 


~ 4 LA 
cov, [tiv aiziar,] wg tnavdg Eregov Ov éxeivov dednhwpévor. 
x 
TIP2. Aéywpev: Evegov yag ovr. 


22. 


Oedis wip eer, Stwguopévov tov tervagwr, évdg 


Excotov monung Evexa éqeiig adra noragIujoacdat. 


TPQ. Ti wip; 


XQ. edrov ev colvey drecoov héyw, Sevvegor dé mégac, 


Py > 2 , , \ \ , > vf < ‘ ds 
Fewt’ éx Tovtwy Toltoy wLutiy xai yeyeynuévyy ovolay’ tH dé 
~ 7 x 

tig utgewg aitiay nai yeréosws vetragryy Aéywr ago ui wAnu- 


C pedoiny &y tH; 
HPQ. Kai noe; 


[riv atrlay,] as ix. erepov dv] See 
Addenda. 

érepov yap ov] The inferior MSS. 
have Adywpev yao ouv. Stallbaum, who 
is always haunted by a perverse sus- 
picion that the older MSS. are full of 
grammatical corrections (a fact notori- 
ously truer of the recent copies), pre- 
fers the latter, and asserts that ydo 
ovy is better suited to \¢ywuev than 
to Eteoov. But if deyuopey means any- 
thing, it means Bovdet } eyou.zy (it coud 
not be used for héyetv yuty eat), and 
is therefore a proposal; and ydp ovy is 
not, and cannot be, used in the assent to 
a proposal; whereas in the admission of 
a thing proved, nothing is more common. 
The drift of the whole argument con- 
firms the correctness of the Bodleian 
érepov. motovv precedes, Totovjevov 
follows, but rototv—=altia and motov- 
pevove==Soudevov x. tT. & Therefore al- 
tla and SovAevov are different. Now 
our first three Classes belonged to the 
Tovovpeva—=Yryvoueva, or their elements, 
and as wtatolv is different from these, 
it has a right to a separate (fourth) 
Class. (Strictly speaking only one Class, 
the third, is y.yvéuevov, aud for that 
reason he uses the expression SovAetov 
elg yéveoty airig, in order to include 
the first’ and second, and i in like manner 
he speaks of td yuyvdweva Kal é& ov 
ylyverat.) The distinctness then of Cause 


from the other three Classes is that on 


- which the whole stress of the sentence 


falls. But it was not necessary to 
change Adywyey into Agyoucv. I did 
so, because the rules of dialogue are 
very strictly observed by Plato, and 
therefore Protarchus would have to 
answer to \e¢ywuev. But why should 
he not answer to both that and Ztepov, 
by the , edoption of both readings? For 
yao ovy compare in this Dialogue 14, 
B. 16, B. 17, c. 30, c¢, D. 32, ¢. 

apa ph arAnppedotny) The Bodleian 
and its two followers have no yr But 
as it is easier to account for its 
omission in some copies than for its 
interpolation in others, there is prima 
facie evidence in its favour; for, al- 
though py and py mote are very 
common forms of interrogation among 
the lower Greeks, dpa pr is a col- 
loquial Atticism, of which they could 
know nothing save from books. The 
following passages will shew the manner 
in which this form of interrogation is 
used, and that it is employed alike 
where the speaker is uncertain of the 
answer, and where he merely demands 
au assent on which he has a right to 
reckon: Phedo 64, c (twice) and Par- 
menides 163, © (in these instances ado 
tt makes the question negative) Phedo 
103, c. Crito 44, ". Charmides 174, A. 


\ 
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Vo 


32. Dége dn, tO pera covIH? Huiv cig 6 Aoyog; xai vi 
move Bovdndévres sig tadv’ agqundueda; ag od tod? iv; dev- 
tegeia elntoipuer mdcegov fdovag yiyvot [av]  poorioews. 
avy odtws TY; 

IIPQ. Ott pév ovr. 

22. 2A? obv viv, aed} cod# odtw dredbueda, xdddov 
ay nai tay xolowy enutehecuiveda medvov mégu nal devtéonu, 
megh wv On tO medcov jupeopytioauer; 

IPQ. *Tows. 

IQ. "Ie On, mndvra pév Beuév mov voy puxtov Blov 
HOovig te nai Poorvncews. iy ovtws; . 

TIPQ. 7H». 

32. Olxotv tovrov wév tov Blov doauév mov tig vé eo 
nal o7coiov yévoug. 

IIP2. Is yao ov; 

32. Kai wéog y adtoy pijoouer siveu tov tetrov, oiuce, 
yévoug. ov yao dvoiv tivoiv sori puntov éxeivo, GAAG Evundy- 
Tov TY anElguy bd TOD mégatog dEdEuérwv, Wot beIOsg 6 
mAnpogos ovtog Blog méeog exetvov yiyvout” ty. 

TIP2. °Ooddrava wey ovr. 

22, Elev. ti 0 6 066, & Dilys, Ode nai tyuxtog dv; E 
év time yéver TOY Eionuévor heyduevog OQ9d¢ ay mote AéyoLto; 


D 


r 
ade 6 amdnouvai joe eiv anogyvacda. 


ylyvour’] As the direct question is 
not, “to whom would the second prize 
belong” but, “to whom does it,” (13- 
Tep0v WSovyis ylyveras 1 Ppovycews;) 
the dependent question should take the 
optative without gv. I have accordingly 
expelled dv, invitis codicibus. 

puxrdov éxeivo] As the whole ydvog is 
meant, of which the Gog is a part, it 
is plain that the common reading, prx- 
vé¢ éxsivos, is a blunder of the copyist. 
The correction was long ago proposed 
by Schiitz. It may be objected: ‘If all 
mixtures belong to the xotvdy yévos, 
of course the wtxtdg Blos does so: but, 
as Socrates has only shewn that the xot- 
voy yévos contains all mixtures of a par- 
ticular kind, namely tov amelpwv Und 
vou népatog SeSeudvwv, unless he can 
first shew that this Biog is compounded 
of ametpov and mépac, his case is not 


proved.’ The answer to this objection 
is, that the fourfold division professes 
to be exhaustive; there are no other 
elements in any mixed thing, than these 
two: consequently, if any thing is found 
mixed, we may at once conclude that 
it is compounded of dretpov and négoxs. 
But later on, though we learn that 
WSovy) is of the &netpa, vows is declared 
ta be of close kin to aitla, the fourth 
Class. To this apparent contradiction 
I make answer that yod¢ has more than 
one relation to tad ytyvomeva. In that 
it blends with the qualities of matter, 
and appears as consciousness, it is 1é- 
pag; in that it controls and adapts 
matter to its ends, it appears as oopla, 
and as such resembles the cola of the 
Universal voi¢, which is aftiz. This 
remark will prepare the reader for the 
next turn in the dialogue. 
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Ol. Aéye wovor. 

SQ. ‘Hdor nai Aban méoag Byerov; 7} vadv vO wahddv te 
ual Frvoy dexouévwv 2ordv; 

OL. Nai, vay v6 waddov, & Xdugateg* od yag av Hdom 
mavdyadoy hy, e pt) &mergov ervyyave mepunog nai mide 
nab Tp waddov. 

32. Ot6é 7 by, & DilnBe, dian mayxoxov' Gov ddho 
a voy toxentéov 7) viv cod ameigov ptow, wg magéxerat te 
uéeog Taig iPovaig dyadov. tovto dé dor THY amEgdvtwY ye- 
yovdg orm. pedvno.y Oé nai errotnuny nal vodv sig ti mote 
Tiv reQoeLonpévar, @ Todcagyé te noi DidyBe, viv Févreg ovn 
ty dosBoipev; od ydg woe Soxet ouungds Tuiv eivou 6 xivdvvog 
narogIwouor xoi pr meet TO viv Eqwtduevor. 
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B 


OL. Xeuwyeg yoo, @ 
32. Kai ydg ot, @ 
vov Ouwsg huivy Aextéov. 


Cc 


Swungates, tov oeavtod Fedv. 
~ ~ 2 Ul 
Etalge, ty oavtov' 1d 0 égurwpe- 


IIPQ. "Ogdig vow Aéyer Swxgdrns, @ DilnBe, nai air@ 


TLELOTEOY. 


@I. Ovnoiv bude guod ot, Tputaoye, meoronocu héyey; 


tavdyaov] nav ayaSey is the read- 
ing of the MSS. But whether this be 
taken, like m&¢ &vayvog in Soph. Gd. R. 
823, as good throughout, or as being 
all the good that is in the world, and 
therefore the only good, neither of these 
facts would prove that it was without 
limit; for it might be all good so far 
as it went, and yet not go very far, 
or it might have an exclusive title to 
the name, and yet be dAtyov te plrov 
te. Nothing therefore can be truer or 
more necessary than Bekker’s cor- 
rections, mavéyatov and mayxaxov. In 
Philebus’ creed Sov) is simply the 
very best and Avnn the very worst 
thing. 

Oise ¥ dv, & ®.] Socrates’ just and 
ingenious retort supplies the omission 
in Philebus’ answer, and brings us to 
the twofold conclusion that pleasure 
and pain are in their own nature 
without limit, and that this want of a 
limit, since it admits pain as well as 
pleasure, the supposed evil as well as 
the supposed good, cannot be that in 
which the good of pleasure consists, 


for as it is alike the condition of both 
opposites, it cannot belong to either of 
them to the exclusion of the other. 

oxerréov .. os] Some Editors have 
changed o5¢ into @ without authority. 
If oxentéov could be used in the sense 
of “we must look for”, this would have 
been a plausible change. But this sense 
it cannot have; and therefore the sus- 
picion falls upon oxentéoy itself. It is 
possible that Aextdéov or Uoknntéoy is 
the right reading, either of which would 
require ws. 

rotro 8¢] The MSS. have tovtwv 54. 
toUtwy is a blunder due to tov ame- 
pavtwy. I have substituted 8& for 51, 
because we need the conjunction to op- 
pose todro to dAho tt. yeyovse atu is 
somewhat unusual for pokoyyadw Elva. 

& Ane] The accidental omission of 
these words in the Bodleian, has sup- 
plied Stallbaum with another confirma- 
tion of his strange theory that the 
better MSS. have undergone the re- 
vision of fastidious critics. Fastidious 
eritics in the eleventh century must 
have been rare aves. 
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ITPQ. THevv ye* viv wévtoe oxeddv arcogd, nai déoual 7, 
W@ Xdugates, adrdy oe iiv yeréoor meogicny, [iva] ph d7 
qusig sou regi tov aywnoriy sapagravovtes maga méhog 
preyEcueda tt. 

32. THeaoréov, & Tewrapye’ ovdé yee yalendy ovdév ért- 
tavres. GA Grtws oe dye, xadameo ele DidyBos, seuri- 
vov [&v c@ mailer] 2oevsnoa, voty xai encoriuny 2oduevos 
ézolov yévoug Elev. 

HPQ, Torteraci y, & Senoares. 

SQ. VAG wy bgdtov. mevtes yao ovupwrodoLy ot Go- 
gol, savtovs Grtwg GEeurdvortes, cg vote gori Baotdeds tiv 
otgavod te nai yg. ual ows eb Aéyovar. did waxeotégur 0, 
eb Bovda, viv oxéyry aditod tod yévove momjodueda. 

IIPQ. Aéy brug Bother, pndév pquog ftv trohoyito- D 
Mevog, @ Swxoates, we orn amexInoduevoc. 

32. Kaldg eines. aekdueda dé nwg 0 ecavequravees. 

IIPQ. Tas; 

SQ. U[[dtegov, & Towraoye, tad Evunarvta nai cdde +6 
nahotpevov Ghov énitoomevery papery tyy cod ahdyou nai elnfj 
Sdvopuy nal tO Ory ecvyev’ 7} tavartia, nadcweg of modTdEv 
qucv éeyor, voov nai pedrnoiv tira Javuaoriyy ovvrdcrovoay 


OvanuBegvacr ; 
TIP2. Ovdéy tiv aotér, 


[tva] pS... 0. m1] The MSS. 
have tva pydév. This zndtv must be- 
long to pSeyEdueta, because pdtv 
éEapaptavovtes would be the very con- 
trary of that which he dreads. But 
pdtv and te are incompatible, ex- 
cept in the combined form pd’ &v tt, 
which is foreign to our purpose. The 
most probable correction seems to be 
[tva] py 5%, tva having been supplied 
after px) 3x) was corrupted. ta 89 
and pa dy are used where the person 
addressed is appealed to as to the 
reasonable nature of the thing expected 
or feared. 

Tlaoréov x. +. &] The connection of 
the clauses is this. ‘You thought it 
difficult, bevause I frightened you.”— 
“You certainly did.”—“Nay but it is 
easy.” I have therefore removed the sign 


@ Iovudore Swuoates, 0 wév E 


of interrogation after elev. The words év 
t® matferv are very suspicious. They 
explain what might be left to the in- 
telligence of the hearer, and force 
oeuvivey to stand alone, whereas ceuvi- 
voy 2SopvBnaa, vodv xat émotypny epd- 
pevog is not a very violent displacement 
of the natural order, and any reader 
will see why it is made. 
trodoyifopevos] This is properly a 
term of book-keeping, and is used of 
anything which we set against the ac- 
count of profit, such as xlvduvos, 16+ 
vos &e. ameySevouat, I give offence. 
OW rdv airdv] When Socrates 
offers to Protarchus the alternative be- 
lief either in capricious and hap-hazard 
power, and mere accident, as that which 
has the universe in its keeping, or in 
mind and marvellous intelligence, as 
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dy doy od viv dn eeyes, otd? Sorov elvai wor patverce’ 
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\ 
tO 


~ ~ ~ Lf ~ ‘ 

dé vovv meévra draxoousty adita pavoe nai tig OWEws tod x0- 
? ~ 

Guov “ai HAlov nai cednvng nai aotégwy nal mcong Tijg 7EQL- 

poods &étor, nai ou dhhwg éywy Gv rote regi advay elmore 


ovd ay do&doae. 


XQ. Bovler dyn &e nai jysig voig &ureoodev [6uoho- 


29 youmevoy] Evupaper, wg tard 


ca ap ‘ * , i: es 
OVTWS EXEL, “KCL LY LOVOY OLW- 


meta deiv talhoreua Gvev mvdvvov héyerv, GAA xa ovyny- 
duveveopev nai wEeréyoperv Tod Woyor, Stay avyg devo PH Taveo 


3 eo Pla d 3 U Zs 
fy OvtWg GAA araxtws éexev; 


TIPQ. dg yao ovx ey Bovhoiuny; 


that which arranges and regulates it, we 
expect Protarchus to reject the former, 
and approve the latter supposition. Now 
Ovdty tay avtay is a most complete 
rejection, and so is ovd’ datov eivat woe 
@aivetat; but there is in the received 
text a fatal want of distinctness as to 
what he rejects; for Ovsev THY AVTOY 
is left by itself, and ov8 Gotoy is pre- 
dicated of 6 ...o0 .. Aéyetg. This shews 
that the copyists cannot have done 
their duty. The difference of the read- 
ings is remarkable. Bodl. 8 pey yao 
ov viv dx Adyets: Coisl. é yey yaa ov 
viv Adyeus: Eusebius, 0 piv yao 34 
ov déyerc. It will be seen that they 
all three concur in tv ya, which is the 
source of all the difficulty. But Euse- 
bius’ MENT'APAH I take to have been 
the first deflection from the true read- 
ing MENENAPXH:, and the wy 84 
of the best MS. will justify the change 
of A¢ysts into Eheyss. Ovdév tay av- 
tay is properly, Nothing like, and is so 
used by Isocrates. 270 init. (Steph.) 
277 med. 279 med. 241 extr. (te tov 
avtay) and mept “Avt. p. 302. Lips. 
1825. We may here render it by Nothing 
of the kind, or Nothing like the fact. 
Botha. S47 ere Kal qpets] Do you 
wish, then, that we also should agree in 
affirming that which is professed by 
the ancients before mentioned? I have 
changed Sité te into S¥r ere; tt, 
which the inferior MSS. omit, is quite 
foreign to the sentence, while @t. xa) 
in this sense is of continual occurrence 
in Plato and other writers. 
[spodoyoupevov]] The MSS. generally 
agree in this reading. Schleiermacher 


reads cpohoyovpeva, some worthless 
copies dpokoyouzvers. But if we ad- 
opt -uzva or -uevov, we must have the 
article, and the perfect is more correct, 
as Theodoret quotes it, wmokoynievars: 
and lastly, whether Anaxagoras be meant, 
or, as 1 suspect, some older seer or 
poet, it is not proper to speak of the 
first expounders of « dogma as du0ho- 
yotvtas. Some one may propose ouo- 
hoyouzvot, agreeing with, but this is 
said of things that agree, not of per- 
sons. It is wonderful that no one has 
seen that Eiu@nut is followed by a 
dative in its own right, and that duo- 
Aoyetv, in whatever form you use it, 
introduces either a tautology or a red- 
undancy. . 

Euppapev] MSS. give Evupricwusy. 
It is true we have Evvepnge woyes, Fe. 
242, 5 gE, and in Sophist. 236, D, meds TO 
tay) Evreycac—but as to the first ex- 
ample, we have Ev»épn both preceding 
and following it, and as to the second, 
the whole clause is an interpolation. In 
Limeus 72, D, Evuprjaavtos may be de- 
fended on the ground that the God 
does not simply assent to their doctrine, 
but reasserts it with higher authority. 
Where assertion is intended, we find 
the form Epnox, so that practically it 
is an aorist of @doxw, but for this 
very reason Evy@nut would seldom 
want any such inflexion. Evupdpev in 
this place is to be louked upon as a 
present tense, like olducda, Evyxevdu- 
VEVOMEV, PLETE WEY. 

TaAcrpia dvev KivSivou Aéyav] This 
is evidently a proverbial phrase, slight- 
ly changed, probably from 2yew. 


TIAATQNOZ ®IAHBOS. 43 
SQ. “Te dy, cov enidvta mei codtwy viv fuiv Adyov 
ade. 
IPQ. Aéye dvor. 
SQ. To wegi viv tév ooudrwr prow anavewy tor Cdwr, 


mie nai tdwe xai mreduc, nadogduey mov, nal yi», xeIdmeg B 
ot yeyalduevoi pact [, évdvte év th ovordosc]. 

TIPQ, Kai pode yermaloueda yao bvtws ba’ amogtag ev 

bois viv Adyorg. 

22. Dége dy, mei Excotov tary mag july Aape to 
tovoves. 

JIP2. IIoiov; ; 

22. “Orn opingdy te [tovtwry Fxcotoy mag? hiv] eeore 
nat pavdoy, [nal] ovdawh ovdcpcds eidixorvég by, nai thy dv- 
vow ov% akiav tho pioews éyov. év Evi 08 haBwv megi mav- 
tw ve tavtdr. otov mie pérv ear mov mag’ juiv, Zor 8 


éy ty moved. 
TIP2. Ti wip; 
XQ. Ovnoiv opinedr pév 


‘ > Cw : \ P) \ 
TL TO AQ Huy “eb. aOdEVvEes 


zai pavdov, 60 0 &v wy marti wANGe ve Sovuaoroy xab xal- 


‘\ £ ta ~ b 
det nat maon Ovvdwer TH mEOl 


tO bo ovon. 


TIPQ. Kai ud? ahndég 6 déyers. 
SQ. Ti 68; toépetou noi yiyvercu [éx vovrov] xal Koeyercu 


tO tod mavtog wig td tod mag’ hulvy mveds; 7) totvertioy 
c 7.4 , , a> a 4 s \ BY ‘ x ~ ” , 
vm “éxEltvOD TO T Eeov “OL TO GOY nal TO THY tAhwy Cowr 


c a» oe ~ 
ONAVE LOXEl TAUTA; 


[évdvra év rq overdore]] If this means 
the ovotacts of our bodies, it is an 
idle repetition; if of the Universe, it 
comes too soon. The question is, not 
whether we see the Elements in com- 
position, but whether we see them at 
all; that they are mept tiv THv Gacatooy 
@vaw is assumed as the general belief. 
He argues from the elements mao’ yuiv, 
which we do see, to the same elements 
éy te mavtt. 

‘[rotray & a. 4.]] Note the miserable 
repetition mepl Exaotov tay map’ uly 
toutwy Exaotov mae’ yuiv in one 
sentence, for this is virtually the case, 
since tt depends on Aue To tTodvde. 


The sentence which I. have relieved 
of this burden affords us the very 
%eot. from which the interpolator 
helped himself above. “It is present 
here in small quantity and poor quali- 
ty,” and then the double nature of this 
oxdiov is shewn; it is impure aud 
feeble in its effects. This connexion is 
spoiled,. and the grammar made to suffer, 
by the intrusion of xat. 

(é« rodrov]] éx t.-is quite suitable to 
yiyvetat, but by no means to tpdpetar; 
when we omit the words, the sentence 
becomes ten times more elegant and 
forcible, und being quite appropriate 
enough for the three verbs taken together. 


D 
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30 


44 
TIPQ. 
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Toito pév ovd? azcoxgiosws &ktov égwrgs. 


32. "Oedds" taita yao goets, oluot, megi te [tig ev toig 
Caos] yijg cng évGade xai tig ev cp mavel “ai rev Gdwy +0), 
MaVTWY HOw TewtnGa GAiyov zumceodIEr, OUTWG aroOxgL~VEL. 


TIPQ. Tis yao eroxguvdpevog chhwg bytaivor ev mote 


pavety ; 


XQ. Byedov ovd’ borioorv. added tH wera tovH# sg 
a u AY ~ ~ N ~ ‘ t > 3 9) > ? 
Exov. marta yao huts cavtra ca viv On deydéve’ dg ovn sic 
ty ovyxelueva iddvteg exwvoucooper Oma; 


IPQ. Ti wip; 


~ a 
XQ. Tairov di} hae nai wegi tovd. Ov xdopov héyouer. 


[did] tov adtoy ye tedmoy Gy etn mov Oca, atySetov OV ex 


TOY CTO. 
TIP. ’Ogdérara déyes. 


° 


XQ. [ldtegoy odv 2 tottov tod swpatos dws 16 mag" 


~ ~ + ~ ~ , if 
huly cuca, 7 &% Tov mag’ Tuiy covto, teéperat te nal, oa 
~ ~ ” 
viv On [regi adviy] etoper, eldnpé te nat Loxer; 


IPQ. Kai rove Fregor, 
Toews. 


® Sduoates, ovx akvov sow- 


x ~ ~ 
32. Ti 08; t60 ae kor; 7 mg soeic; 


TIP2. Aéye 06 soitov. 


32. Td nog juiv odua d&g ov Wryny proouer Eyer; 


IPQ. Ajhov bt proomer. 


32. Wodev, & grde Tlowdraoye, haBov, etzeg pi) vd ye tov 


*Op0as] Compare inf. 53, A. In in- 
stances of this kind, we must not take 
this word as merely expressive of as- 
sent, but rather of satisfaction that the 
argument is advancing as was intended. 
This will justify the use of yao in the 
next clause.—The designations ti¢ év 
toig odors (inf. 31, D) and THs evSdd_e 
both apply to ys; but one would be 
sufficient, and the latter is better here as 
contrasting with ti¢ év ta navel. In 
place of xal tay Gkwv Oy) navtev I 
suspect that we ought to read xal tov 
GAkwv 88 wrépt ravtwv.—I have changed 
ag) ieee tovTo into TH p. Tt. 

[81d] tov atrdv y. rpdiov] The cause 
of its being a body is given in ovv- 
Setov dy éx tév avtay. Therefore the 
causal Sia seems out of place here as 


well as unsuited to tedmov. We should 
rather have expected xatad tov avtdv 
ASyov, but tdv avtdv tedroy expresses 
nearly the same thing. The copyist 
was perhaps thinking of 3d tiv autiy 
altiav. 

Boa viv Si [rept airdv] edaropevr] 
This refers to xal ylyvetar xat dpyerat. 
But rept avtdv is surely out of place; 
for that, concerning which they are 
speaking here, is 16 tap’ yuiv odpa, 
and though that cde contains the four 
elements, those elements have already 
passed out of the argument.— toyet is 
both better supported than yer, and 
more appropriate. as Socrates is speak- 
ing of a continual derivation. 

TIc@ev] The reasons given seem to 
be two “The Universe has a soul, for 
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THVEOS CHa eupuxoy Oy erdyyave, vaca y eov voit xai 


wy” , t 
ete maven xaddiova; 


~ 


IIPQ. Aijhoy wg otdapddIev hhodev,  Seingates. 


22. 


? ~ 
Ov yao mov doxoiuéy y, & outagye, ta téttag 


2. >a ‘4 ,ow \ ‘A ee ‘ bY = > 7 , 

éxelva, Tégag nal Gregor xai “over ** xai TO Tig aitiag yévos, 
ce ~ : » » 

év Gnace tévagtoy évdv, covr éy pév toig wag? tiv [woyry B 


t aes ~ 
TE MaQéXoV] XO OWpacKiay eurcoLory xal mtaioartog Gupatos 


what else could have given us our 
souls?” and ‘The Universe has a soul, 
because it has all, that we have in 
greater perfection”. But the latter alone 
is intended. “If we have a soul, the 
Universe which has all that we have 
&c. must likewise have one”. TavTy 
refers to quantity, purity, intensity &c. 
mentioned above. 

Od yap wou] The subject of émxa- 
AetaSat is evidently Cause. But if so, 
there is no predicate to téttapa éxciva. 
To remedy this, some propose to read 
Ovta before téttapa; but neither Gram- 
mar nor Logic allows such a contrivance. 
Not Grammar, because if Plato had 
intended the clause to be taken ab- 
solutely, he would certainly have written 
évtwy Tay tTetTtdowy. Nor Logic, for 
if we were to take it thus: ‘Seeing 
that these four are’—we should im- 
mediately ask “are where”? If nap’ 
‘uty, that could not be omitted. If 
every where, that is as yet unproved, 
nay the very thing to be proved, for 
in the next sentence of Socrates the 
conclusion is stated wq¢ fotw a&netpdy 
te vy Te wavrl x. t. & There can be 
no doubt that the four yévy ought to 
be mentioned, else how can he make 
any conclusion about them? So that 
the words td t. éxeiva are not an in- 
terpolation. On the other hand we 
know that there is an hiatus in the 
best MS., for it omits mépas, and though 
the others have it, it is just as likely 
that in these it was supplied by con- 
jecture. But the hiatus may have been 
far greater than that of one word. My 
impression is that the text in this place 
was in a very bad condition even in 
remote times, and that all which inter- 
vened between éxeitva and xal td tis 
aitias yévos was unreadable. The place 
was then filled up pretty nearly as we 
find it. But not correctly: for the 


enumeration of these ‘yévn without an 
article is in itself most unlikely, and 


if xowvdy had been mentioned here, it 


is scarcely credible that Protarchus 
should so very soon afterwards beg to 
be reminded what xotvdv meant. I be- 
lieve that a more probable mode of 
filling up the gap would be in this 
fashion : ta tétrapa exetva &y tots Tag” 
quiv pdvots elvat, xal Td THis atlas 
yevos, éy direace, téeTaptov évey, tour év 
piv tots map’ wiv x. T. & 

[Wuxqv re wapéxov]] He argues: that 
aitia here below enjoys many and va- 
vious appellations of copia (as we say 
oopeg Tadorptins, latpos, textwv, Yad- 
xeug, and so forth) and he divides 
the operations of aftla under two heads 
of combining and repairing (ouvteSéy 
xa axov wevov) and Bives an example 
of each in owyaoxtav zuncody and 
latpuxdy (gumootv). It is evident 
throughout that he is speaking of the 
human vy7} being enabled by this 
altta to work on our inferior elements 
by introducing népas into the dmétpa, 
and, when the pétpov thus introduced 
has been disturbed, by readjusting it; 
in other words he is speaking of human 
skill. And, -pray, what human skill 
can be said tpuy7jy napeyetv? But some 
Greek reader, who did not understand 
the argument, saw something about 
cause, and something about cdma, and 
thought it. was a pity that the Wuyy 
should be missing, and so by his tpv- 
yy te mapdyov he killed all the sense of 
the passage. The application of these 
facts concerning human skill to a higher 
skill must be carefully noted. He does 
not say “there must be some other 
higher effects elsewhere” ; but “we know 
of certain effects; we know that there 
is a vow tay xaddlotwy xal te- 
ptwtéte» (ie. the planets and the 
wholé Heavens) and this must be an 
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iatorany, nal év Ghdorg GAAa ovvtLdev nai cxotuevor, WHOAY LAL 
mavtolay soplay emvachetodo’ tay 0 adbtady tovtwy Over ev 
by te otoamp nai noted peydla eon, nai meoce xaddy nai 
ellixguvar, év tottrorg O° ote Hon mEunyartodou tip tay xod- 
Motor nai tyuwtdétwr gvour. 

TIP. 2AM ovdapds coird y ey Aoyor éyot. 

SQ. Ovxody [et eH coveo,] wer? éxelvov tov Adyov ay énd- 
pevoe Bédtiov héyoper, Wo eory, & modhane siornaper, C7ret- 


Cc 


ody © av tH marti mod, nai mégag txavdr, nol tig ex? a= 
toig aitia ov pavln, xoopovod TE ual Ovvtactoved zravtots 
te nal Boag nal uivac, copia zai votg heyouéyn dtxcudrar cy. 

TIPQ2. Aveoudtore dire. 

SQ. Yopia wiy nai vote cvev wWoyiig obn ey mote ye- 
volodyy.- 

ITPQ2. Ov yd ovr. 

SQ. Ovuoby dv wév tH tov Ade eeeig groe: Baorlexny 
pev woyty, Paoizoy 08 vodv éyylyvecSou Oud tH The aitiag 
dtvayur, év 0 GhAotg Aha nade, nad? O pldov Excdotolg dé- 


D 


yEeod at. 
TIP2. Mehea ye. 


XQ. Torroy df tov Adyoy Huds un te woaryy ddEns, @ 


Tlouwragye, signxiva, adv or 
Cg aéi TOU mavtdg vos Goxel, 


effect of this same alti operating in 
a higher Wvyy¥.” Ast's Lexicon will 
give the student several examples of 
dow in this kind of reasoning, where 
we would show the absurdity of deny- 
ing in one case, what has been ad- 
mitted in another less evident case. 
I should prefer 2y di te TO ovpavd. 

[el ph rotre]] These words are out 
of construction, and redundant. Let 
them be restored to the margin, or, 
better still, be forgotten. In this sen- 
tence the reader will perceive the play- 
ful way in which dretpov is called 
mov, and népac txavov, and aitla ov 
avdyn, and will be able to judge of 
the worth of Winckelmann’s conjecture, 
when he proposes to foist xotvdv without 
an epithet into the text. 

Avds] Then Jove is subordinate to 
gtctz, This looks like Pantheism, but 


Tolg mév meadow arognrvapéevorg 
Etupayog éxetvorc. 


in the Timaeus we are told of a 8- 
wrovpyos xal Tati by whom Jove and 
all other Deities were made. He too 
is not independent of altia, for the 
atta is given which caused him to 
make the world, namely that he was 
good, and since in that which is good 
there is no grudge, he begrudged not 
the world its being, but would have 
all things like himself. Thus the First 
Cause is The Good, but the Snutovpydc 
does not owe his being to tayatév== 
atta; but through its presence in him 
he becomes the author of all things, 
including the Gods. Jove himself ap- 
pears among these divine beings whom 
he addresses thus: Qcol, Gowv zZya dy- 
ptoupys¢ mato te Zoywv, ate Se eyod 
yevoueva, whuta guov y é3¢hovtoc— 
for so the passage ought to be read, 
Tim, 41, a. 
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ITPQ. "Eo ya ovy. 
22. 


¥ ‘ , ~ ~ 
oti tyevovorig tov mdvtwv aitiov heydévtog. [cd tetrdowy E 


me a > vw ue ~ 
Th 0é ¥° eu Cyrroe remogindc asongiory, Ott voig 


iy futy ty coro] eyes yao Shor viv fucy Yon civ and- 
xQLOLY. 

TTP. "Exo nai ch? tavdg* “ai tol we erronguvcpevog 
eladvec. 

22. “Avanavha ye, & Tpwragye, tijg onovdie ylyverae 
eviod h madic. 

ITP2. Keddg sizes. 

3Q. Nove 67 mov, @ erates, ob wer yévovg éori xai viva 31 
move Otvauly zéxtntat, oxeddr emiends hutv ca viv dedydorat. 

TIPQ. Tew we ovv. 

22. Kai wiv Hovig y woattwg nodae v6 yévog égevn. 

TIP2. Kai pode. 

XQ. Meprveiueda dn nai caitva megi auoty, bre vodg mév 
aitiag hy Evyyevig ual cotrov oxeddy tod yévorg, Hdovi, 0 ere- 
edg T airy nai Tod pt’ Goxiy ujte péoa ye téhog ev ExvTED 
ag éavtod éxovtog und Fovtds mote yévous. 

TIP2. Mewnoouedta: mes yee ov; 

XQ. Asi Of 16 werd toiro, év @T sory Excceooy avroty, 
nal dd ti madog yiyvecIov, brdvav yiyynodov, iWelv hudc’ 
TEGtoY thy Horny’ WoOnEQ TO yYévog attng moedtEegoy zBacavi- 
CaEy, Ot nai Tata wedteoa. Abang 0 ab ywols tiv Hdo- 
viv ote ey sorte dvvaiued? txavig Baoavrion. 

TPQ. *AN si codrn yor mogeteodor, cavity mogeri- 
peda. 


B 


‘yevotorns] This word is quoted from 
this passage by the lexicographers. It 
is not formed according to analogy, 
and offers no meaning but what yev- 
vyjty< would have supplied. It may 
have arisen from a dittographia, yé- 
vous, yewyt¢-—1 once thought that 
Stallbaum’s conjecture, when he put a 
stop after Acyévto¢ and supplied 5% 
after tetrdpwyv, was undoubtedly right. 
I now see in the words tov tettaowy 
4v yutv Ev todto a marginal note, on 
which all correction is thrown away. 


2yetg yap ought to follow immediately 
upon the statement of the axdéxpors, in 
place of being separated from it by 
this reference, which is itself quite su- 
perfluous. 

Taira wpdrepa] Namely. where tt is 
to be found existing, and how it arises. 
Henceforth, pleasure is no longer con- 
sidered as an abstraction, and belonging 
to the class of &xeov, but as having 
come into being, and consequently as 
b€longing to the xowd. 
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XQ. *AQ’ ody coi xaddmeg Znoi paiverou tg yevréoewog 
aitiv née; 

C WPQ. To xoiov; 

32. "Ey t@ now poe yéver Ga gatvecdov hinn te nai 
Hoorn yiyvecIou xatd gvovr. 

TIP2. Kowdy bé 7, & pile Xduparec, trrouluynone tds 
TL mote THY meoELenuevwry Bovher Sydovy. 

SQ. ’Eoreu cair sig diva, & Pavucore. 

TIP2. Keadde eizec. 

22. Kowdy toivyy traxotwpev 6 Of tay tettdgwy teltov 
éLéyouer. 

TIP2. “O werd 6 treigov ai mégag Bheyes; év @ nai 
bylevav, olor d& nal &euoviay, értFeoo; 

D 32. Kdddor eines. tov vortv 0 6 te pdlsot Hon 
TQOOELE. 

TIP. déye jdvor. 

32. Aéyw toiver, vig douoviag pév Avopérns Huty ev coig 
Coos, Guc Avo tig qioews nai yéveory ahynddvey év vp tdrE 
yiyveoFou yoove. 

TTP2. Te déyerg eindc. 

SQ. Idk 8 aguortouéng te nai eig ti abcijg iow 
famovong, Hodovny yiyvecdour hextéov, ei dei du Ghiywr regi 
usylotwy 6 we téycota én Sivat. 

E JIPQ. Olpcu pév o8 dgddc léyerv, © Sdupates, euparé- 
otegov O° ew Taira tadita meigueda héyer. 

2Q. Ovnoivy tad dnudord ov nai mEegupavi, 6goror ovr- 
YOELY ; 

IITP2. Iota; 

2Q. Teivn wév mov Avorg nai Avan; 


TPQ. Nai. 
XQ. "Edwdi) 6é, wAjoworg yryvoném mehev, Horr; 
IPQ. Nat. 


amovons] The same word is again d8d¢v, and thy dvaywpnaty, I should be 
used below of the same thing, and there inclined to write médwv lovong, or éna- 
also with ndédtv. The expression seems yotons, which last is perhaps more like 
strange for a return to a natural state. the text. 
On the faith of ets tHv avtéy ovalav 
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22. dios OD ad pPIood noi Adan [xai Avorc], } dé cod 
byoov wdduv tO Enpavdév rAnooioa dtveyuc, Hdovn. Sraxgorg 32 
’ > x ‘ ~ 
dé [y"] ad zai [duddrorg] 7) wage gio tod mviyovg nan, 
Minn? xara gov 0 fh biyoug mdéduy anddocis te nai Wikts, 
ndovn. 
TIPQ. Tov per ody. 
32. Kai [6lyovg] 7 wéy mwogd qiaw tov Cwov tig byeo- 
~ y U ? ? DN, P , \ 
tytog magic, Avan. madiy 0 tEetg tavtor amtoytwy xai droxgL- 
La c XN , C al c Ul . £4 fa , R4 
vouévev 1 “xata @votv Odds, NOOVH. nal Et hoyw oxOmEL Et oot 
uéteuog 6 Adyog, O¢ ay Hh tO & tod ameleov xai mégatos 
nave glow ésupryov yeyovdg eldog, Beg eheyov év tH m06- 
oder, Brav us todito pPIeiontar, tiv wév PIooav Avmny eivat, 
AY > 7 AY Co. a>? Cor U 2 oy , \ > 
thy O eg THY ata ovolay Oddy, taitny DO av mad THY avo- 


B 


‘ r € 4 
YWoRoy mavtwr, NOorny. 


IIPQ. *Eovw: doxsi ydg jou timov yé tw eyecv. 


[SidAvoris]] This differs so little in 
sense from Staxprorg that it is useless, 
and moreover it answers to nothing in 
the antithesis. The opposites are 8tc- 
xplorg == andSoers, Tapa pvow —= xatd 
guow, nvbyousg natn = pues, AUny = 
qjdov". In this scheme the only word 
that suggests any scruple is drdSocte; 
a word which conveys no meaning un- 
less we are told what is 1d dmodidd- 
pevov. That is to say, we want a ge- 
nitive, and it must be the genitive of 
that which is opposed to nviyog. But, 
for this we need not look very far, 
for in the very next speech we have 
flyous, where it is as much in the way 
as it would be serviceable here. It 
seems almost certain that we should 
read 1} plyoug mé&Aw dnddoais te xab 
Miers, Wdovr. 

[ptyous]] See the preceding note. But 
a more serious difficulty is offered by 
ele tavtéy ameovtwy, which is doubtful 
not only because of the preposition éné, 
but also because the plural refers to 
nothing yet mentioned; nor does tav- 
tov satisfy me, for, though ei¢ tavtdv 
i6vtwy would do very well for the 
meeting of things separated, here the 
natural way is that of separation, as 
is plain from the nature of the case, 
and from the word dStaxprvopdvav. 

Platonis Philebus. 


Schleiermacher, in view of Stobzus’ read- 
ing, els thy autyy von, for eg taUTdy, 
conjectured elg tiv avtay pvotv. Stall- 
‘baum finds every thing to his mind: 
dmévtwv is said of tdév vypdy, im- 
plied in Uypétytos, and els tavréy is 
“to the same state in which they were 
before”. The reader will observe that 
there may be as much rashness in de- 
fence as in attack. Our only guide is 
the antithesis, in which tij¢ Vypétytos 
mets can only answer to tio Vypétn- 
tog Stéxptats. From this it would ap- 
pear to follow that wddw 8t rairns 
Staxpiwvopévns was the original reading. 
Or perhaps it was nmédw && tev nayév- 
tov Staxpwvorevov: but at all events 
it was something very different from 
what we now read on the authority of 
some unknown person who did his best 
to patch up a reading from his damaged 
copy. In what follows, the construction 
is purposely loose, in order to admit 
of more detail, and especially to pre- 
vent the @Sop% being understood of 
anything save the dissolution of the 
compound formed from the union of td 
dmetpoy and népag: hence also the 
double ptv and its double apodosis. 

ritrov] A general outline of truth. See 
Trendelenburg’s Excerpta, where there 
is a very good note on the word. 
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eldog tIduEda Adreyg ve not 


Hdovig év covtorg toig moSeoww exorégois. 


TP2. Keiodw. 


XQ. Tide coivvy avrg tho wWoyig ware 66 cottwy tov 
MAINUATOY TedddOuNC TO Mev 7600 THY Hdéwv [esl dbuEror] 
Od uai Iagoadéoy, vd Jé 106 téw Avanedy PoBegor nai GA- 


yelvor. 


TIPQ. "Eot ydg oiv vovd? HOovig vai Adbzng Eregoy éi- 
dog, tO yogic tov owuatog [avrig tig Woxis) dec mooodontag 


yLyvouevor. 
x2. 


"OoSGs inéhaBes. av yoo tovtorg oilman, nave ye THY 


eury ddbav, eihinguvéor F Exavégorg yryvouévorc, Tws doxet, nai 


[€Amifépevov]] It is not the expected 
thing, but the state of expectation which 
is either painful or pleasant. Nor can 
we put ‘tO THs Puyys e\reeGd wevov for 
TS THs Wuyis erreCovens nétog with 
any shadow of propriety. 

{avrijs THs ux is] Protarchus’ answer 
is an admission that there is another 
species of pain and pleasure independent 
of the body, for so he varies the ex- 
pression of that which Socrates had 
called autijs THs Puyys- But this va- 
riety does not satisfy the sciolist; so he 
gives us a tautology in its place, by 
again repeating aut aS THS Puyis 

Opbas imé&daBes. éy yap] The yao 
after dpSws. UndhaBes shews that a 
certain satisfaction is implied. See 
above 29, p. 

év y. rovrous ofpar} It is commonly 
supposed that Socrates is here speaking 
of the rpocdoxjata alone; but it would 
be strange that he should speak of these 
as pure, and unmingled with pleasure 
and pain, just after he has made them 
appear as one kind of them. Nor is it 
easy to see why he should jay so much 
stress on this particular eldog, as ex- 
pecting from it a solution of the whole 
question. ¢v tovtots however manifestly 
means not év tovtots Toig mpoodoxrjpaor, 
but 2v tovtots tots efSeot, for it follows 
immediately on Protarchus’ érepov etdoc. 
But Exatépors cannot be so applied, be- 
cause tavta here involving only two 
elSn, each of them would be éxdtepov. 
This is one difficulty; and here is another. 
Socrates cannot speak of either etdo¢ 


as unmingled with pain and pleasure, 
since they are kinds of them. But the 
plurals efdtxptvece &e., if they do not 
refer to evSeor, must refer to AUnatg TE 
wat ydSovaic; and by substituting this 
emendation for Aumys Te xad HSovijc, we 
get rid of both difficulties at once. It 
may appear somewhat bold to change 
so many terminations, but only to those 
who are unfamiliar with the wholesale 
dealing of the ancient correctors, who 
would think themselves quite justified 
in adapting all the neighbouring endings 
to tovtots. I do not however admit 
this conjecture into the text, because, 
until we are certain about wc doxei, 
we must be content with uncertainty 
in every thing else. I once thought 
that these words meant, that Socrates 
wished to represent himself as not sure 
till after further examination whether 
he should find those pure and unmingled 
el8n, but in that case he would have 
said éd&v eVpmmev or ola por doxd eu- 
pyjcew or any thing sooner than .w¢ 
Soxei. If we adopt elk. 3° Exatépas 
Yeyvopevaus xar dulxtors Admas te xab 
qdovaic, they will be the instrumental 
datives to éupavic Soeadat. Perhaps 
Ws Soxet is merely a gloss to xata ye 
tiv éuyy, before SéEav was added by 
way of explanation. 

olpar, Kard ye thy éudv Sdtav] The 
second of these phrases modifies the 
confident air of the first; there is there- 
fore no redundancy, such as some have 
imagined to be purposely introduced 
to imitate ordinary conversation! 


TIAATONOS GIAHROS. Bt 


auturoig hvmng te nai HOovijc, @upavég toeodar tO mweQi iy 
Cc Ul f a >» ‘ 5 rd > 4 W ~ Lg 
ndoviy, métegov Olov govt tO yévog aonaotdy, 7% tovto wéev D 
évégy THY modELQnueveoy Sotéov Huiv yeror, HOovy Oé xai Avzcy, 

, ~ ‘ ~ \ ~ Ra 4 x 
nxadarceg Feu “at Woyow nod MAOL TOG TOLOUTOLS, WE TOLE 
[ev GOraotéoy cbtd, tote 0 orn aonaotéor, Ho ayatd wer 

> PA »? ‘ \ > , A ~ 9 ~ » 
ove Orta, eviote O& nai Ea OEexdueva tip tov ayadov zory 
orn gvowy. 
ITP. ’Ogdérara éyerg Ore vadtyn my det Srasogevdiven 
TO viv mEeradimxduevor. 

2Q. Tedrov wév coivvy tdde Evvidwper. [cs] etmeg by- 
TMG got THY yevouévov dragderqouévor ev [odtar] adyydur, 
> , > , ~ , fh ae) 
avacwlouévwr O° Hoorn, tov jite dLapdegouévor put? ava- 
owlouéror evvojomuer mége, iva mo9 LE det cov? ev sxd- 
Orotg Elven toig Cooug, Brav odtw oxy. opddea dé me0cexuv 
tov vovv éimé* GQ Ov nao avdyun mov sv TH TOtE YodvH 
Cov wice [t1] Avreiodor wp eco, mje wéyo pyre 


E 


oungor ; 
TPQ. *Aveynn pév ovr. 
22. 


Ovxoiv tor tig teity juty 4 tovedey dicIeorg mage 


TE THY TOV YOLQOVTOS “aL maEa Ti Tod AvmOLYMEror. 


TP2. Ti up; 


Tois rovotrois, as tore pév] After 
Sotéov governing these several datives, 
the sentence requires @tt or wo; I have 
inserted the latter. 

torw ay) For the MS. reading fort 
6te, which is a mere repetition of évlote, 
the nearest paleographical change would 
be Zotw o¥, the Y and T being often 
confounded; but the most appropriate 
and, in itself, a very probable change, 
is. Zotw Oxy, “on certain conditions”. 
This I have admitted into the text. 

SvaropevOjvar] The argument is 
compared, as in many other parts of 
Plato, to a beast of the chase being 
tracked. 

Trav yevopévav] td Acydpevov is the 
reading of all MSS. and Edd. in place 
of my tév yevouevwy. But without some 
qualifying adverb t. }. cannot be used in 
any other sense but “what js commonly 
said”. And again avtéy refers to no 
plural expressed or implied. Stallbaum 
tells us, first that avtay is put for 


éxelvwy (motive unknown) and _ that 
éxetva are vypdv, mviyoc, Afyog and so 
forth. The reader need scarcely be 
reminded that Jypdv and the rest never 
perish, but the yevéoers from them do, 
and it is these yevecets, if @upvyor, 
which feel the pain or the pleasure of 
their jarring or blending. It is also 
usual to say ddnSa¢ Adyetar of state- 
ments and éytwe forte of facts, whereas 
here we have a confusion of the two. 
I have restored what in my opinion 
must have been the original text. 

8rav otrw oxy] I have put oy% for 
toyni we want the aorist, and toyy 
here is as misplaced as if we should 
ask a man, I]a¢ toyets; 

pyre [ri] Avwetor Oat] prjte AvreioSae 
has no more right to tt than py%’ 
qdeo3ae, and neither needs it. 
piv 4 rovatrn] vutv is the reading 
of the Coislinian and is much to be 
preferred to that of the Bodleian, uv. 


4* 


32. “Aye On votvev, codbtyg mood vod mEeurnod cu’ 
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00S 


yao tiv tig Hdovijg uglory od opixgdr [pEeurpoIoe cor'cyr]: 
BoP Huty [} pn]. Boayd dé te meei aitig, ei Bovde, dtame- 


octvouier. 


TPQ. Aéye moiov.. 


re rs “ x ia 
XQ. [TE] cov cot Pooreiv [Edopeny] Biov ota we roi- 
Tov Tov Tedzcoy ovdéy arconwdver Cy. 
TIPQ. Tov cot wh yaioay pydé Avieiodca Aédyerg; 


32. “Eooydn yao mov v6w 


dy th magasoky tov Biwy wy- 


Oév deiy mente ley ence opexgdy yatoey TH TOY Ov voETv nal 


goovety Biov éhopeny. 


TIPQ. Kai wed’ otras eondy. 

XQ. Ovzoiv obtog ay exeivy ¥ braeyor, xai tows ovdév 
aromoy ei mavtwy tov Biwy zori Fedtatos. 

TIPQ. Ovtunovr sinds y odte yoigey tovg Feodg ovre tot- 


vaVTLOY. 


iN x ? 
XQ. lav pév obv ovx eines: 


. , J > ES ‘A 
tEQov yryvouevov gotty. adda 
énroneWoueda, écv medg Adyov 


eoynuoy yoty abtav éxc- 
‘ ~ A Pla oy 7 ~ 

61) TottO mév Ete nai eioaddeg 

Teh, nal TH v@ 7edG TH dEv- 


TEQEIA, AY [Lr QOS TA mQWTELA OLPWMEDa meOdIETYEL, 7EDd- 


Ijoouer. 


[pepvijo8ar radrny]] Protarchus is to 
try and remember this, because it is an 
important fact; not because it is im- 
portant to remember it. The change 
from tavtns, which the author of this 
foolish supplement saw above to tav- 
tny, Which he certainly wrote, would 
almost make one suspect that he meant 
pepvyota. for a passive. Just so in 
the Politicus, 286, Cc, we read, uy} mp6s 
aAAn Aa Te pein xplvovtes, ahha xOTa 
TO THS METENTIXTS pépog, 3 Tote %opa- 
pev Setv wepvyosat mpd¢ to mperov. 
But there the whole context shews that 
Plato wrote pepeplotac. 

[Tq] . . [EAopévew]] This again has been 
borrowed from below, and placed here 
so that it makes gmoxwAvety govern a 
dative. As to ovdtv dmoxwdver being 
used with the accusative suppressed, 
this is a common idiom. “Jé is quite 
possible to live the intellectual life in 
this manner.” 


Oixotv otras] I ought not to have 
followed two previous editors in pre- 
ferring ovto¢, which rests on no good 
authority. The argument runs thus: 
“This neutral life is compatible with 
pure intelligence; for the man who 
chose the life of intelligence was ob- 
liged to forego all delight. In this way 
then (this being so) it would be the 
very life which he had already chosen, 
and it would also probably be the 
nearest approach to the life of the 
Gods.” The transition from the philo- 
sopher to the Gods is marked by éxel- 
vo te xat. The ye which has usurped 
the place of te in the Editions, is ab- 
solutely without meaning. 

émokepopela] This is Bekker’s con- 
jecture for TMLoxerpuspeda, which occurs 
in all the Books, but is both less suit- 
able in itself, unusual with cloadSte, 
which requires a future, and quite in- 
compatible with mpoosrjoopev. 
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HPQ. Ooddcara déyecc. 

SQ. Kai wiv cd y Fcegor eldog tov fdovdr, 0 tig We- 
Lng abcig Epoper elvar, due womnung we&v eori yeyovds. 

JIPQ. de; 

32. Mriuny, Og Zorrev, 8 we mov Fort, redcegov tava- 
Annvéov. nai mvdvveter moh ee medtegov atoInow pons, 
et wélher td eel tad?” uly nate tedmov paveod my yevi- 
eoFcu. 

TPQ. ag py; 

SQ. O&s chy megQi 16 oHpa Tudy Exdorote moInuctoor 
Ta mév & TH owmore navacBevydueva moiv ent tiv Woyny 
Oegeldety, aad neivyy sdoavta, ta dé dv auqoty idvee 
ned tiv Goreg oeomov evudérvca Wrdv te nai noLvor Exarégy. 

TIP2. Keiodo. 

2Q. Te pév On wy OV aupoiv idvee aov cy Woyiy hud 
gouev havdcvery, ta Jd Ov cuoiv pi Aavdcvey, dQ’ ded0- 
ta’ sooduer ; : : 

ITPQ2. Ts yae ov; 

SQ. To toivey dehndéven pndomds txohdBys wg Aéyeo dij- 
Ing évcadId mov yéveoty. Fore yoo AnIn wrnung *€odog: F 
O° dy tO heyomévp viv ovaw yéyoves tot dé unt bvtoS wire 
yeyovitog nu ylyvecSor paven tiv” anoBoliy xonor. i ydo; 


TIPQ. Ti unr; 


XQ. Te toivey dvouara perc Boke pdvor. 


TIPQ. Ie; 


avadnirréov] Anntéov alone is the 
proper verb. [apainntéov would be 
just as unsuitable as dvadyntéov; for 
they are not -going to. receive the in- 
formation from others, but to learn it 
by observation. Nor is it at all likely 
that Plato would play on the word 
dvakapBevetv, as denoting the proper 
‘function of pyin- I therefore con- 
jecture mpdtepoy av etn Antréov. 

kara tedrov] This is the opposite 
of dno tpdmov. See below, 34, A. 

évrai0d sou] Somewhere here,—i.e., 
in the state we have been describing. 
By AySns yéveots is meant a state of 
forgetfulness arising out of a previous 


opposite state. With this he contrasts 
that state of unconsciousness as to any 
particular impression which’ precedes 
atoSnows, and consequently pvijun. The 
latter is described in order to bring into 
greater relief the proposition which he 
is now advancing, that Desire being of 
the opposite to that which is present, 
as the body is taken up with that which 
is present, the mind alone can be con- 
versant with the absent opposite, and 
this through Memory, without which 
Desire is impossible. 

pate yeyovdros mw] I have adopted 
Stallbaum’s conjecture for mw¢ without 
hesitation. 


D 
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SQ. -Avci sv cod LelyFéven vy Woyfy, Orav anodys 

atten ylyvyro. tov ceouay tiv tod oduatog, [yy viv MpIyy 
34 xaheig,] avarcInotay écovducoor. 

TIP. *Euador. 

XQ. Td & a Si wader civ Woyiy nai 6 oda now) 
yuyvomevee nowy nai xivelodou, tavtny 0 ad Tijy .xivnoww 6v0- 
paler atodnow on amd toednov préyyou’ ay. 

TIPQ. ~AlySéorara déyers. 

SQ. Ovnoty Hon wavIdroper 0 Bovddueda xaleiv cijy at- 
odnoty. 

TPQ. Ti up; 

SQ. Swrnolay colvey aicInoews try pvnpny Léyov ogdws 


” 


Bitty wg Aéyou, nace ye viv gui ddgav. 

TIPQ. ?Oedds yee oir. 

SQ. Moipng 8 avapro ag? od diapégovoay éyouer; 

IIPQ. “Iows. 

XQ. 7A? ody ov tdde; 

TP2. To xoiov; 

32. ‘Orav, & werd voi sduatos Enacyé moF 7) Woyh, 
soit’ dvev tod Gwmatog adty év éavth 6 te pcthiot’ evadau- 
Bdvn, voc avapupryjoxecdoad mov héyouer. 7) ¥dQ; 

TIPQ. Teav pév ovr. 

a ‘ ac > , td aes j , 

32. Kai iy nai otar, amoléoaca urnuny ett aia Ijoews 
ws) ¥ , z , > , , > ss 2 
ait ad madiatos, atdig tavtyy avanodjnon mohiy avey év 

C 


c - x \ ~ U > > s 4 \ U ' hé 
éavty, “ol cobra Evumavt aveywvyoeg not yurijag mov dé- 
yomer. 


[iv viv AAOnv KaActs]] Protarchus does evidence and to oppose common sense 


no such thing. He is bidden to use 
dvatoSnala in place of td dedynIévat, 
and to keep AyjJn in the same sense 
as hitherto. 

yeyvopeva] “Pro yuyvopevov Syden- 
hamus yuyvépeva, tentat. Non video cau- 
sam.” Stallb. And then, of course, we 
are referred to Matthia. That the com- 
piler of a Grammar should treasure up 
all the anomalies and exceptional in- 
stances, which cither the self-will of 
authors or the stupidity of scribes supplies 
him with, is no more than we should 
expect. But the province of an editor 
is, as far as possible, to resist such 


to the craving after curiosities. In such 
a passage as this a departure from 
the common rule is above all things 
improbable, for here the notion upper- 
most in the mind of the writer is the 
joint participation in a certain state, 
the common effect of two things, which 
a singular participle would render less 
apparent. 

wo 4] The Zurich editors have not 
improved this passage by the conjec- 
tural reading of né3n; the word mott 
adds to the clearness of the sentence, 
and is fully supported by analogous 
passages in this part of the dialogue. 
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TTP2. ’Oedac Aeyets. 


22. Ob dH you arxave” slonvoe cabra, gow vdde. 


‘TPQ. To 7OLOY ; 


32. “bY Gyo vip cys Woyis HOorjy yogig oouatog 6 te 


, 
peahtota nai éveoyéotata AcBomev, nal Ge errdvular’ 


oua 


yao tovtov mug tabt” aupdtee zone Snhotoda. 


TTP2. Aéywuer totver, 


vw! » , ‘ ~ 
=CUNOATEC , non TO [LETH TALTA. 


SQ. Tolle ye megi yéveow fdovig xoi naoav [tv] oe- D 

> ~ > ~ ~ % ~ 

gry avtng qvayxatov, wg eoune, héyovtag oxomely. nai yaQg viv 
medvegoy &te qaiverar Aynrwréov émtIuvpiay elvor, te mot zote 


“aL rod ylyvEetat. 
TPQ. 


NS ~ 7 A > ‘ ‘ 3 ~ 
Sr0nwpEv Toivey' ovdév yoo azohovmer. 


Bb) ~ x - 
XQ. *Anohotpev wév odv, taitvd ye, & Tedragye, etedvres 
a ~ - 2 ~ ~ 
a viv Cyvoiwer, [ascohovmer] tiv mepi aved tabt? cscogiar. 


TIP. ’Oe3a¢ judve: 
héyeuy, 


tO O 


épestg tovtorg merowdpedo: 


> ~ ~ . 
XQ. Ovxnodv viv 07 meivny te nai Sipog nai wdAh reo 
~ b. § 
Touavt’ Epaper eivad tivag éneIuvutas; 


TIP2.  3pddea ye. 


XQ. TIedg ti wow Koa tavror Bléparrec, odtw mold dta- 
péoorta tavd” svi meocayogevouer Gvomott; 
TIP2. Mé Av ov édd.0v tows eimeiv, & Sdxgateg: add 


ca ts 
Omwsg Aextéor. 


SQ. “Exsidev dy du av attdv nal avalaBouer. 


IIPQ. I1é9ev on; 


“Iv &a] The reading of all the MSS., 
va wx, has sorely puzzled the editors ; 
some have left it in despair, others have 


betaken themselves to ny; but this is, 


particle is in contradiction to the su- 
perlatives which follow, and would be 
more appropriate to an attempt then 
commencing, than to a review of the 
‘ground already won. I once adopted 84, 
but with misgivings. I now see that 
INAMA was divided amiss, and so MA 
was changed into py. “Apa totto xab 

dpa éxeivo is a very common formula. 
See below 41, D, Gua mapaxetota: xat 
Spo ¥: lyveoSat. 

macayv [Thy] poppry] As he means 
every phase of it, and not its whole 


appearance, the article has no business 
here. 

& viv {yrodpev] The common reading 
“Arcohod nev pty ovv, Kal talta ye, 
@ II., evpovtes 8 viv Cntotpev: ano- 
hotpev x,t. . It is impossible to make 
any sense of xal tata ye, nor is the 
first <rohoU EV, Without a case, supported 
by usage. The corruption of the pas- 
sage appears to have originated with 
the insertion of the second drodovmey, 
which probably stood at first as a gloss 
in the margin. Under any circum- 
stances 6 would be untenable, for avté 
tadta proves that a plural must have 
preceded. 
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2. 
TIP2. Id 0 ov; 
2. 


IPQ. Ti wip; 
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“Aw” héyovees, héyomey Excovoré TL. 


Lotto 0& y sori xEvorvtar, 


XQ. *AQ’ ody 16 diwog eoriv én Iuvpia; 


TIP2, Net, meparos ye. 
35 
ITP2. 


XQ. Tdperos, 7) rdyedoews moiparog; 
Oiuca pév miyouoews. 
22. ‘O xevotuevog fuudy Gea, wo Forney, entopel 


TOY 


évavtiwy 1) meéoxer. xEevovpevog yag éeg mAngovodat. 


ITP. 
22. 


Sapéoratd ye. 


~ 2 c , wo? 
Ti obv; 6 tO medtor xevotpevos eotLv OnodTev Ett 


a Uy , a a (gee 

aiodnoee [wlyjowoews] eperror ay elite uvnen TOvtOV, O LIT 
~ ~ ~ 4 >» 

dv t@ viv yoovw maoxe unt év TH edcIE nUOT Enader; 


TPQ. Kai nc; 
B 
TIP2. Tas yae ov; 


SQ. CAMA wip 6 y envdvudy tivdg eredvuel, Paper. 


32. Orn te 6 ye méoxer, tovtov emiFvpuei. dui yee, 
coito dé xérwoig: 6 0 éntFuust minowoews. 


32. Myedosis [y] tow ny tw tov tov dipivtog ay 


TIP2. Nai. 
épantowto. 

IIPQ. ?Avaynaiovr. 

22. 


“Aupq”] There are two readings Anhy 
yé mou and Aupiyv nov. As to the va- 
riety in the Bodleian Exaotov &tt, we 
have but to turn it back into the uncial 
character and we see that it was simply 
another instance of Y being mistaken 
for T, EKACTOYETI. Now if we 
try to make sense of Atpy x. t. & it 
can only mean, that something sometimes 
thirsts, which is an incredihle manner 
of expression, to say nothing of the 
perfect uselessness of ye. If we try 
Aupyy, we may by some effort obtain 
this sense, ‘We speak of thirsting as 
something”. i.e. There is such a thing 
as thirsting. But then Exdéotote loses 
all its meaning, and we are obliged 
further on to read xevovoJar, whereas 


TO wév Of oGua adtvator’ xevovtcn yaQ ov. 


all the Books have xevovtar. This is 
one of those examples that in criticism 
nothing should be looked on as in- 
significant, Just as in one of. the old 
Epigrams, I have shewn that éy 8& 


yIadv is dv 8 Y Odv ie. gv SE yopotar 
Ocdyv, so here Auby AEI was read 
as if it were Auby TEI. The rest was 
either invisible or neglected, and yer 
was so supplemented as to become yé 
Tov. 

TIAnpdéceds [¥ ] 4pa] The construction 
is dpa te tay toU Supwvtos epareroer’” 
ay TH Tinpdoews. Some part, then, of 
the man who is thirsting is in contact 
with repletion. The ye is useless, un- 
less we change its place and read JI. 
apa ey ye te. 
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JIP2. Noi. - ; 
2Q. Ti woyiy tea tig whjowoews epentecdou hoirdy, 
th prin Ondov Ste t@ ydoe ay && Ghd eporpacto; C 


TIPQ. Syedov ovdevi. 

3Q. Mavdcvouery odv 0 ovuBebny’ ity 2 covtwv tev 
Aoyoov. 

TIP2, To noiov; 

22. Bwpatog emtIvulav ov gynow tuiv obtog 6 doyos 
ylyveo dat, 

JTP2. IIa; 

22. “Ore coig exeivov madnucow evartiay ai martds 
Cwov pnvier ti éyetenorr. 

TTP2. Koi poke. 

22. ‘H SD beun 7 eri totvevtioy eyovoe ta mad wate 
Ondot ov ynunY otoay thy toig maInuaoLW évartiwy. 

WP2. eve ye. 

22. Thy ae’ éxdyovoay éni ta emiIvuovuey ascodei~ag D 
ponuny 6 hoyog Woyitg Evuracay thy F Sophy nai ercidvuiay 
nai tiv aoxny tov Cdov mavtdg améqnrer. 

TIP2. ?Ooddrata. 

32. Aihy te’? hudy v6 oda H mewhy H ww tav ToLov- 
tov maoxey ovdauy 6 Adyos aiget. 

TIPQ. *Adndéorara. 

SQ. Et 0 nai téde mei tadra tata xatevonowper. 
Blov yde siddg te moe paivetar BovdecFar Sydodv 6 Adyos Hiv 
dv rovtorg adtois. 

TIPQ. 'Ev ciou nai moiov megi Biov moatas; E 

32. °Ev th wAnoovodau nai nevoioFou nai who Ooe mei 
cutnolay © sori toy Cowr nai tiv pIoear, nai et tig tTov- 
tov &v éxaréop ytyvduevrog nuwy alyet, tore dé yale xara 
tag petaBolde. 

JIPQ. ?Eow teva. 

Tiv dp’ éerdyovray] The argument, 6 Adyos aipet] Evinces, makes good. 
then, in showing that Memory is that Compare Rep. 604 c; Parm. 141 D; 
which introduces one to objects of desire, Crito 48, c. The figure of speech seems 
has proved that to the soul belong the to be borrowed from the draught- 


whole activity and desire, and the di- board. 
rection of the -entire creature. 
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22. Tid, Stay &v wéow covtwv yiyyyta; 

JIPQ. Tag ev péow; 

32. Me usv v6 neddIog ahyy, peuryra dé tev HOéwr cv 
yevonevov ravi ay tig adyndovog, mwhnodrae dé unnw’ Ti 

36 tore; pamEv XW) POLEr avdtov év pméow cOY madnUaTwY Elvat; 

TIPQ2. Dopey pév ovr. 

‘ 32. [6tegov chyovv? blog 1) yoloorte; 

TIP2. Me A’, adhe didi wvi Adnn domovuevov, xara 
MEY TO OCA dv TH) MAIHUATL, naTd Oé Tiy WoyTy meoddoulas 
Tivi TOS). 

22. lds, & Houragye, t6 dimdoiy tig ddan elses; 
de” ovu gore mev Ore Tig Hucdv xevodpmevog év 2dnide paveoe 

— tod mAnQWSjoEoIou nadéatyxe, OTE Jé Tobvartioy avEedmiotwg 
B eye; 

TTP2. Koi wcho ye. 

22. Moy oby otyi enilor wév rdnowdjocoda tH we- 
prod Soxsl cou yoigerr, Gua dé xevovuevog ev tovtoLg TOIS 
xoovorg cdyeiv; 

TIPQ2. *Aveyzn. 

32. Tor te trIewmog zai tahda Coa dumeival ¥ aa 
nai yxoioet. 

TIP2. Kuvdvvever. 

32. Ti 0’, dav avelaiotug &yn xevotpevog tevgeoFau mhy- 
owdoews; ag’ ov téte TO Oimdovy ylyvort av mEgi Tag Avmag 

C rd9og, 8 od viv db} xaridav GiiIng erddg elvan dimhoiv; 

IPQ. ~*Adndéotara, & Xwxoates. 

22. Tatty do} tH onéwer tovtwy trav madnuctwy +ddE 
xonoweda, — 

HIP. Té xotov; 

22. dregov chyndeig tadcag tag Avaag te nai Hooves 
wevdeic eiveu AéEouer’ 1 tag wév tivag aAnIeis, tag O° ov. 

TIPQ. Tldg, & Xdzeatesg, v elev evdeis HOovai }} Aineu; 

22. Ildg dé, & Tedcagye, pofor dy chndeig i} Wevdeis, 
}) moocdouiae adndeig 7) pun, 7) OdEou adydeic i) Werdeic; 

D TPQ. Adgag pév eyeny ev mov ovyxwgotny, ta 0” Exega 
rabt” ovn cer, 
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XQ. Hes ys; Adyov wévroe teva nuvdvvetomev ov mavv 


Gutxooy eExceyeioey. 
IIPQ. “Aly di Aéyes. 


3Q. 2AMW si Qdg Ta wagEdnAvddta, W nal “KElvov Tar- 
Jeg, meocrnovta, todto oxEntéov. 


TIP2. “Iows covre ye. 


32. Xaigery toiry dsi héyery voig GAdowg pjneow 7) nai 
c ~ ~ ~ 
OTporY THY maga TO mQOdHnOY Asyouerr. 


TIPQ. Ogdis. 


32. Aéye 07 wor Iaipa yde eué y’ exer dud tédovg aet 
megi tavta, & viv 6} weovIsuEeIa, arogiuata. nos. dn PHS; 
wevdeig, at 0” adndeig ov siciv Hdovat; 


TIP2. Ids yee tH; 


32. Ovse Of Svae ovF tag, ws pHs, [gore] od«? ev 
pavicug ovt av magapgoatras otdeis #59 Sg tig more doxel 
‘ , td | Pp) ~ 39) i 3 ~ Ay ~ ¢ 
péev xaiosrr, yoioe 0 ovdaums, ovd ad doxet wév Aumetodcu, 


Avaeivae O° ov. 


~ tT 
JIPQ. THaev? ott tait’, & Sdxoarec, eye wavreg bre- 


Anpaey. 


3 ? ~ 7»? ~ ~ 
XQ. *Ag otv dodws, 7} oxentéor Ett” OQFOs Elite un TAvTA 


, 
héyetau; 


TIPQ. Sunernréor, wg &yod qainy ev. 
SQ. Aogeowpeda 1 capéotegoy Ee vd viv On Leydpevov 
nooving te mwége nat dogng. e*ote yag mov dokalew huiv; 


TIP2. Neat. 
IQ. Kai Hecda; 


@ wat "Kelvov tavSpds] The word 
éxetvog is often substituted for the 
proper name in speaking of an absent 
or deceased person with respect. Soph. 
Fragm. ob natc Aywdduc, dad’ excivos 
avto¢ ef. In the Republic, Socrates ad- 
dresses Glaucon and Adimantus as w 
maides dxelvov tavdede. It is not known 
who was Protarchus’ father, except 
that Socrates above calls him Callias, 
but he no doubt belonged to a principal 
family in Athens. Stallbaum’s notion 
that Protarchus is addressed as the dis- 
ciple of that man, meaning Philebus, 
is, I regret to see, repeated in his last 


edition. 

rots UAXous phKeow] All other long 
discourses, except those which are to 
the purpose: 7} xal dtwody x. T. &, is 
equivalent to, or even short ones, when 
they are not to the point. 

Gel wept taira] I have substituted 
tadta for the unmeaning td avtd of 
the Editions. A little further on, I 
have restored ma¢ 54 Ors; from Pro- 
tarchus to Socrates. 

[trrw]] I have followed Stallbaum 
in bracketing this word, which arose 
from the scribe not understanding the 
adverbial use of Svap and Unap. 
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32, Kai py nai v6 dokalouevoy éori tw; 


JIP2. ds & ov; 


zt 
XQ. Kai td ye, i 66 HOduevoy Hoerac; 


TIP2. Kei mow ye. 
SQ. Ovtxoty 16 dogalor, 


fy © bodtic av te un OodOS 


B dokdoyn, 16 ye (dokdler] Ovtwe ovdémor azdddvowy. 


JIPQ. dg yee ty; 


XQ. Ovnodv nai cd HOduevor, dy 7 dgFGG GY te 1h dQ- 
Ss Hoyt, t6 y Bros Hdeodor djdov wo ovdénot’ amohel. 

TIP2. Nal, xai tov? obtwg exer. 

32. “Ocw mor’ oty dn teday ddka Wevdyg ve xai GdynIng 
quiy pedet yiyvecdau, tO dé tig HOovyg pdvov adyndég, [dosa- 
Cav 0° brvtws nai yoloey aupdotega Suotws Etdnper,] oxErtéor. 

TIP2. ‘Aoa, ban ddEn mév emrylyveodov wwevddg te “al 

C dlndéc, nai zyéver” od pdvov ddéa did cave alka xa word 


tg éxatéoa, oxentéov gis tor elvac; 
yy , x , v 7 ‘ ‘ , c ~ 
22. Nat. moog dé ye tovtoig, eb “al TO maeamaY NuLY 


‘ 4 2 yo ¢ by 
TH mév EOTL TOL Atta, Torn 


Y 
dé nal Avan edvoy &meg oti, 


rod tive O ov yiyreddor, nai TADY Huty dtowohoyntéor. 


TIP2. Ahov. 


> ~ ~ 
XQ. 2AMW ovdéy todtd ye yoderdy ieiv Ore nal role TevE. 


t ‘ wy a # ® * \ ia 
mado yoo slmouev Ste peycdcu Te xi Optxgat nal Gpodea 


D éxdregou yiyvovtce [, Aimal te 


Oixotv rd Sofdtov] That which fancies, 
whether it fancies correctly, or incorrect- 
ly, never loses its ‘property of really 
Jancying. It is an actual notion, though 
it may not correspond to an object. 
The same may be said of pleasure; 
the feeling is actually present, though 
the object is unreal. Thus there is no 
difference as to truth and falsehood 
between 16 So&éZov and td ddpevov. 
Unless indeed we say that pleasure is 
of such nature that it does not admit 
of any quality; but this is not so, for 
we speak of great and little pleasures, 
of good and bad pleasures, and so forth: 
then why not of false and true? I 
have removed the idle supplement §o0- 
tdtew, which betrays its origin by not 
knowing its place. 


nal rdorai). 


“Orq] This is the reading of the best 
MS. for T@. I have adopted it, and 
added oxentéov as Baiter first suggested, 
but my oxentéov is that already given 
to Protarchus. It would exceed the 
compass -of a note to discuss the other 
changes which I have made, and the 
reasons for them are sufficiently ob- 
vious. Let it suffice to note that the 
disputants do not consider, nor have 
they any reason for considering, why 
both So&afew and yalpsw have the dv- 
tw >¢, so that, had the sentence in brackets 
been as well expressed as it is clumsy, 
it could not have belonged to Plato. 

opdSpa éxdrepar] Violently the one 
or violently the other, as the gloss \v- 
tat te xal wSoval explains the words. 
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TPQ. 


Tlavtercaoe wév ody. 
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32. “Av O€ ye wovngia tovter, w Tewraoye, meooytyvy- 
Tal Tivt, TOVNEdY Mév PHoomer ovtw yiyvecdou ddEav, mrovnedy 


dé xai Hoorn. 
TIP2. *Ale ti pry, @ 
32. Ti 0°, dy bedorns 


Ww 


q 


Swugates; 


> ’ 2 , ‘ ' 
TOVVAYTLOV OoForntt TLVL TOUTWY 


meooylymntar; ay ovx bedi wey OdEaY eootuer, By doddtnt 


toyn; cavroy 0° Hdorny; 
TIP. “Avayxaior. 


3Q. “Ay dé ¥ cmagtavduevoy t6 dokalouevoy 7, tiv d6- 
Eav t69 dpagtavovody y odx bedi buodoyytéoy ov8 deddc 


dogalovoar ; 
TIP2. Iles yae tw; 


ww Poor OW x os ” > © \ y N39) oe 
22. Ti 0, ay ab saad y ty Hdovay meot TO a @ 
Aumettat 7) cotvavtiov a uagrdvovsay progduer, oediy 1) xor- 


orny } te cay xohov dvopdouay wnt mgoadioouey ; 
TIPQ. 7AM ody, oidy te, etme Gpaorjosral y dorm. 


v 
mee 


Kai wi eouné y HOovn moddetneg od wera doéns d0- 


Hig alice werd Wevdorg hiv yiyverdou. 
TIPQ. Wag yag ob; xai tiv pév ddgav ye, © Swxoares, 


éy tp torovtyp nai tore héyouer Wevdh, tiv 0 Hdoviy adriy 38 


ovdeig Ky sOTE mOOGELOL Wevod7. 
32. *AlAd me0Iipuws cpivers TH Tg Hdovng, © Teuraeye, 


Aeyw ta viv. 


TIPQ. Ovddév ye, GAN Esceg cxovw héyoo. 
32. Aapéon 0 hiv ovdé&, & Eraige, | wera doens t 


“Av 8 y¥ dpapravdpevoy) “If, when 
the object of a belief is misapprehended, 
the belief itself is wrong, shall we not 
also call that pain or pleasure wrong, 
which arises from a misapprehended 
object? If not, we must call it dpSy, 
xenoty, and all manner of handsome 
names.” 

wpapev] The Books have épopdyev, 
which is out of the question. Inquirers 
are not supposed to gaze upon an error, 
but to detect it. 

Aéyopev] This is Stallbaum’s con- 
jecture for é\éyoyev; the change was 


owing to TOTEAETOMEN, which 
some copyists read as tot éd¢youey, 
supposing the imperfect to be required 
after téte. When the bad fashion began 
to prevail of writing the words without 
the apostrophus, a practice which has 
led to endless corruption and confusion, 
this would become téte 2h¢youey. 

Ou8év ye] The ye is added to ovdels 
and ovdtv before myv and its equiva- 
lents. Compare Jph. 7. 548 _(564) ov- 
Selo ye TAyy Savodcav ovy dpa toc. 
Arist. Nub. 734. ovdev ye Tay 7 q. Pro- 
tag. 310, B, Ovddv y’ el py}. 


E 
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bodiig uai pet entoriung Hoar tig petrcd tod Wevdorg xai 
ayvolag molkamug Excotorg Tudy eyyryvouérys; 
TIP2. Eix6g yovv pi) opungdy drapégerr. 
32. Tig di) Stapogas avtoiy ei Jewgiay ZIoer. 
IPQ. "Aye oxy oor paiverou. 


XQ. Adéa, Popév, Hiv Zou pév Wevdyc, Fou dé xai 


32. Tyde d1 &yw; 

PQ. In; 
adnons. 

TPQ. *Eouyr. 


XQ. ‘Enevor pty codbroug, 0 viv dn eéyousy, tOovn zat 
Minn modddnig, Ghydet nai Werder ddgn héyw. 


TIP. Tevv ye. 


XQ. Odnoiv & ponung te vai aioIjoeng dd&e tiv xat 
«6 On dokalery eyywesty yiyveodov exaorote. 


TIP2. Kai pode. 


XQ. "Ae ody Huag wde megi 


Loyev; 
JIP2. Ts; 


~ > 2 ~ c Ul > 
TAUT avaynaloy nyouuEed 


32. Tlohicug iddvee tiuvi rdgqwder ut mar cages [te 
nadoowmeve] EvuBaivery Botheodor xpivery qaing ty ravd 


ameo Oot. 


kal rd 8} Sofdtav eyxopetv] The 
MSS. have, with few exceptions, td 
Sradoteter. This is interpreted as dis- 
tinguishing one notion from another. 
But the argument throughout turns upon 
the mere act of S0%Cewv, and not a 
single allusion is made to the distinc- 
tion here introduced. The confusion of 
dF and Sid is one of the commonest 
in MSS., and there is a peculiar force 
in 8 which may be illustrated by 
Sophist, 234 c, Wote notsiv a@dynSy Se- 
xetv h€yeodon, xal tév_Adyovta 5x co- 
gwtatoy navtwy Gravt elvat. In this 
and other instances it is of the same 
force as xal 5% xai, and expresses a 
kind of accumulation. The word éyyo- 
peiv has been changed on the authority 
of the Bodleian, &c., to dyyetpetv, but 
to undertake is surely less appropriate 
here than to be capable, for so we may 
render the impersonal éyywget. 


ylyver8ov] Most MSS. read ytyved’, 
a strange elision; but the Bodleian has 
preserved the traces of the true reading 
which I have restored; for ylyveo%’ in 
that Book is one of the many examples 
of the compendium for ov, the sign of 
the grave accent, being mistaken for an 
apostrophus. The sense is plain enough. 
“From Memory, then, and ‘from Sen- 
sation, our notions, and indeed the ca- 
pacity for forming notions at all, are 
derived in every instance.” 

[ra KaPopdpeva] .. kplvav .. Tadd’ 
d&arep SpG] It is very unnecessary for a 
man xplvew ta KaGoow eva. But whoever 
is capable xotvew tavS’ &meo dod, will 
not fail xaSopa%v the reason why we 
are thus mocked with a double object. 
A little further we read something from 
the same source in Eotavat oavtato- 
pevoyv. If any place requires simple lan- 
guage, it is that where such a simple 


WAATONOS 


TIP2.  Oainy ty. 

32. Ovuoivy 16 peta coir 
a z 
ay woe. 


IPQ. ITs; 
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? ? LY c x ? , 2 
attos abtor obtog avégoit 


SQ. Ti mov tg’ tore 16 raed ti méteay tovd [éord- 


Nd £ / , 
vou pavtalouevor] isd tim dév 


dow; tait eimety ky tig mode D 
s 2 


4 x ~ > ww ‘ # c . 
éavtov dozel oor, toraby attra xatiwv partacdévta éaved 


mote ; 
TIP2. Ti uy; 
SQ. 7Ao ody werd tob¥K 6 


ToLOvTOS WS az7rongLVOLEVOg AY 


\ cS »” co» » 9, 2 ~ Ce ee 
TOOG AVTOY ELTLOL WES EOTLY AVTOWILOS, ETELTVYWS ELTWY; 


TIPQ. Kot nav ye. 
32. Kai mageveydeig y o 


3 so e ~ , 
‘UV TAY AV, WUS TL TLYWY TLOLME- 


Pl uw ‘ , ” 4 
vov Foyov Ov, TO xantoQMmEvoy ayadpice meODGELTOL. 


ITP2. Mahe ye. 

32. Kev cig y adit mao 
évtetvag eig qpwryy meds tor 
préygato, nai Adyog 6H yéyo 
hover. 

IPQ. Ti wy; 

32. 4y 0 ea pdvog 4, 


~ U ‘ CN, , ? 
N, ba te me0S avroy Ondéve 
, > > eT ~ > W , 
Tagore avta tavEe av nod 
o a 4 , > 
vey ovtwg 0 tote ddéay ena- 


~ 3 x < 
TOvtO TAVvEOY 70g avtoy dLa-~ 


voovpEevog, éviote uci mheiw xodvov eywv év abr mogeverce. 


TIP2. Tew per ovr. 


x ts ~ 
2Q. Ti oiv; aga coi paiveror v6 megi toito yyvduevov 


ca > , 
O7éO ELLOL; 


every-day occurrence is described. It 
is ludicrous to see such words as 
‘‘What’s that yonder by the rock under 
a tree”? turned into bombast which we 
cannot even translate, for pavtaCépevov 
Eotdvat is not even Greek. 

Tt wor dpa] ph. ZT. 387 (399). 
Soph. Ajaz 905. tivog not’ ap’ enpacte 
yet Svcpopos; 

émuruxas elardy] Chancing on the truth 
in what he says. To this is afterwards 
opposed ‘napeveyeic, straying from the 
mark, or swerving. 

awpooero.] This. is understood to 
mean, He would say in addition. But 
what he says here is no addition, but 
a substitution. By changing éott into 


tt, and adding dy to Zoyov, I think I 
have restored the passage to its old 
form and sense. ‘Looking upon it as 
the work of some shepherds or other, he 
would call what he descried, a figure.” 

wep todro] The reading of the MSS. 
is rept tovtwv, in defence of which 
one Editor quotes from Phedo 58, a, 
Ovsés tad tepl THs Sixns envSeoSe, and 
refers to Heindorf’s note on that pas- 
sage. Heindorf’s note is well worth 
reading and so likewise is his note to 
another passage in the same dialogue 
to which reference is made. But it is 
very unlikely that he would have looked 
upon this as an example, or have de- 
fended it. The analogy is merely ap- 
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TIP2 


To notov; 
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SQ. Aonsi cOF Huy Hh Woyty Pibhiy teri meoceornéveee. 


TPQ. Toc; 


SQ. ‘HA win, taig aiodnoeor Evurintovoa sig tadver, 
[xai] exeive & regi tatrag éori td nadnuata paivetad jor 


ayedov oloy youpey tay ev tals Wyais tore [Adyovc]* 


parent. It would be a great mistake 
to explain td nmept tHs Slxng as a 
change made from nept tHv Bley be- 
cause of énvSeo%e. The main thought 
is mepl Tis Slane nuSdcSar; to which 
another is added, mu3éo%a td yevo- 
BEVEL, OF, | if any one likes it better, mu- 
séosar ta mept tHv Slxnv. The idiom 
therefore arises from an attempt to make 
an article do more than its natural fune- 
tion, and to graft an additional, though 
more direct, object, on that first one 
which is attached to the verb by the 
preposition. Here, on the contrary, 
Tepl Tovtwy is not an object at all. So- 
crates does not want to know Protarchus’ 
opinion about things of any kind, but 
whether what happens in this case ap- 
pears to him to be such and such. 
The mere occurrence of the word yty- 
vouevov disposes of the whole argument; 
nor would mept todtwy be intelligible 
in any case, for the topic of conver- 
sation is singular; namely the man 6¢ 
Te pavtacsévta wheter ypsvov Eyawy év 
avrg Topeveta. 

pvjpN] The reading of the Books 
is the same as that in my text, except 
that it has nept tadta and gaivovtat, 
and, of course, I am answerable for the 
brackets. I will briefly point out the mis- 
conceptions which have prevailed about 
this sentenee, and the difficulties which 
must have sorely perplexed every Editor 
or reader who desired clearness. We 
are told by one Editor that xéxetva & 
mepl tate’ Lott ta waSyata, is to be 
understood as “those things which be- 
long to these faculties, namely to Me- 
mory and the Senses”. But what other 
things besides Memory and the Senses, 
yet belonging to the same, are intended, 
we are not told, nor is it easy to guess. 
Nor is any example given of that most 
extraordinary use of ma3yjata which 
is thus transferred from the affection 
of an organ, or of a power, to the 


, 
nal, 


organ or power itself. When I re- 
member this, or see that, the remember- 
ing and the seeing produce no doubt 
taSnata of my mind or of my sense 
of vision, but to call Mind a na- 
Snpa or Vision a ta3nua is a mon- 
strous abuse of language. Thus the 
second clause of the sentence must be 
so rendered that éxciva ta maSyjpara 
may mean ‘those above-mentioned sen- 
sations’ or perceptions, and & mepl t. 
Zott, which are connected with these 
aloSroets. Well, what do these do? 
“They write, as it were, words in our 
minds.” Are these words what we 
should call impressions? If so, it is 
an odd thing that Memory and the 
Senses and the Impressions upon them 
should be said to write impressions 
upon us. But these Adyor, it will be 
said, are more than the momentary 
impressions, they are the abiding re- 
cords, the subjective facts. If so, let 
us pass on: “and when thts affection 
(here the commentators haste to the 
rescue, saying “Do not be alarmed at 
this break-down of the plural; he is 
here speaking of a particular case”, 
and like men obliged to change car- 
riages at the small hours of the night, 
we try to make ourselves comfortable 
in this new singular, and proceed) ‘in- 
scribes true things, the results are true 
ASyou”. That is to say, that true Adyot 
are—the results of true Ad yor. At last 
we come to a yoayyateds who opens 
our eyes. “I am Memory, the Recorder 
(¢ Ypaupateds) also called the Writer 
(6 Yoaypattotyc); all that has been 
done above has been done by me. 
When I am quickened by any of the 
senses being moved, I write their na- 
Sypata on your mind; and when these 
Tad wate which I write are true, then 
my Adyot are true”. Can there be any 
doubt about a correction which brings 
such light out of all this smoke? 
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Orav mév adydy yed wy [coito td mdInua], ddka cv’ edndijg 
nai Adyor ax’ aitod EruPaivovory alySeig ev huiv yeyvduevor: 


wevdy 0 Star 6 toLodtog mag’ 


vavtia toig alndéow anéBy. 


quiy yooupateds youwn, ta- 


HPQ. Mev pév odv doxsi por, nod arcodéxoucu ce 6n- 


Séevra obtwes. 


32. Anodézov se nad Eregor dyuuovgr huev éy cas 
Woyaig év ty Tote Yor yeyvouevoy. 


TPQ. Tive; 


v , a AY AY AY eo i 

SQ. Luyeagory, 0g merce tov yooupactiotiy tay Leyopévuv 
einovag &y tH Woxh ttovrwy yeager. » 

TIP. Ildg 0n vovtov ab nai more héyoueryy 


22. 


“Orav an? Beng 7} tivog GAAng aigdjoews ta core 


Jogaldueva nai Leyduev” arcayayay tig tag tov dokaodévtwy 
nat heydévtwv einovag év abt bo¢ mos. } tort ove zor 


yeyvowEevov a tiv; ° 
TIP2. Xpddea pév ovr. 


2X. Ovtzody al usy cv alydov dosdv nai Adywv sixndvec 
alndeic, ai dé tav Wevday Wevdeis; 


TPQ. Tertanaory. 


XQ. Ei 6 tavr’ ogdig siginoper, ete nai 60° ént tov- 


Tog oxEeWOEda, — 
TPQ. To xoiov; 


32. Ei meoi pév tov brrwy xai thy yeyorotwy tad}? 


uty ottw mdoxev avayzcior, 
HPQ. 
22. 


Tlegi éacctvtwv wév 


totrav ypade] tovtwy can have no 
other construction here except as agree- 
ing with Asyouevwy, which does not 
want it, and is too far removed from it 
to be taken with it, and not far enough 
to require being repeated in it, or repre- 
sented by it. It is also probable that 
Plato would use a different verb for the 
second artificer; and for these reasons I 
venture to propose in place of tovTwy 
Yeaoet, Tov Cwypacpet. 

Otkotv at ye Sa 7. 4] Two things 
were said of the second eiSo¢ of Plea- 
sures and Pains, (the mental class), 

Platonis Philebus. 


meg O& tay medddrtioy. Ov. 
3 ~ 
oiy THY YoOrOY Woattuc. 


Otxotv at ye dua vig Woxns adtng Hoovai xai Admou D 


first, that they preceded the others, ott 
tpoylyvotvto, and secondly, that our anti- 
cipation was thus connected with future 
time: wW¢ EupBatvor .. elvor yeyvome- 
vov. The scribes have furned this into 
mpoylyvowt av, and date EupBaiver. 
Eleven lines above we have had Zort 
yeyvouevov, (not ylyvetat,) something 
that oceurs ; and in 42, A, we shall find 
the same usage. So here elvae yeyvoue- 
vev is not a mere périphrasis of ylyve- 
ota, but—ecivar te tov yeyvouevev. 
Another instance which I have seen 
quoted, is nothing to the purpose: 


5 
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2héyInoav év toig mododev wo 7190 tay did TOD Gwmatog Hdo- 
vav xai huneov mooyiyvowt0, wo # iuiv EvuBaivor to me0- 
yotoey te xoi td meohvnsiodat megi tov wéhhovea xodvoy ei- 


vou yLyvomervor. 
TIPQ, ~AlyFéotata. 


>/, x Ul , \ Uj a ~ 

XQ. Ovxovy ta yodupord te xai Cwyeagnuata, & oprno@ 
meedregoy erideusv av Tuy ylyveodor, megi wév tov yeyovdra 
E xai tov magdrvra yxodvov éoti, megi dé tov uéhAovte ovx. zotLv. 


TIP2. XZpddea ye. 


XQ. "doa opodoa déyerg, Ou mavt eori cade edmides 
? SY »” , x c ~ ? x AY 5 ~ , 
eig Tov émeta yodvoy ovom, Nusic 0 ab dic mwartdg tov Biov 


ael yeuouev aArcidwr; 


IPQ. Teovtenao. pév ovr. 
XQ. “Aye 37, ~edg toig viv sionuévoig uai td and- 


' KoLvCL. 
IIPQ. To xoiov; 


XQ. Ainouog doje nai edosBig ual ayaddg mavtmg de ov 


Seogedys ear; 
TIP2. Ti uy; 


x 
SQ. Ti dé; &dindg te nai mavtdmaor nxondg ae Ov tov- 


40 vavtiov éxeivy; 
ITPQ. Ili¢ 8 ov; 


22. Tolidy wip éhnidwr, dg déyoper Kerr, wag &vIow- 


10g yepel. 
TPQ. Ti & ov; 


Koynpov yotv avrev Exdtepov yeyvdme- 
vév dott: “Either of these is unsightly, 
when i occurs.” (Above 33, B.) 
OtKovv] The Books have II¢tepov 
ovv. I make a very bold change, but 
not, as I think, arash one. First, the 
argument requires it: ‘You admit that 
mental pleasures and pains have to do 
with the future; then surely you cannot 
say that, whereas our records and images 
concern the past and the present, they 
have no relation with the future.” Se- 
condly, Protarchus’ answer Zédpa ye 
is a reply not to a question IIdtepov, 
but to an assertion. Some Grammarian 
who read Ovxoby = igitur, and saw that 


it gave the opposite sense to that in- 
tended, bethought of métepov as the 
nearest suitable word, in point of 
meaning, to that which he supposed to 
require his correction. 

mayrdtac. Kakds] I am disposed to 
believe that the word mavtaémact has 
been added to xaxé¢ by way of bringing 
it into correspondence with the mavtws 
of the preceding speech of Socrates, 
which the interpolator supposed to be- 
long to d@yaSdé¢, whereas it is in fact 
intended to colour the whole question, 
and to give it the air of an appeal: to 
the conscience or good sense of the per- 
son questioned. 
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» SQ. Adyou wip siow ev Exdoroig hdr, Gg @midag dvo- 
peaCouer. 

TIP2. Nai. 

22. Kai dn nai cad qarvtdouar’ ewyoeagnuéva’ noi tig 
60% mOdAdug Eavt@ yovody yryvouEevoy &pPIovov nai en? adt@ 
modhag ndoveg’ “oi dr nai évelwygagnuévor abtov ep abte 
xaigorvta opodea xatooe. 

TIP2. Ti 0 ov; B 

SQ. Todvor oiv movega payer coig sv ayadoig we 6 
mold ta& yeyoaupéve magatidsodo GlyIH dia tO Seoqudets 
elvat, toig J& xoxoig wo av tO modd todvartioy, ) wh PoE; 

TPQ. Kai ucla garéor. 

XQ. Odunovy nai voig xaxoig Hdovai y order Irtov acae- 
ao ewypapnuéver, Wevdeig 0° abrat mov. 

TPQ. Ti wip; 

2Q. Pevdéory ae’ HOoveig tad mwodde ot movnooi xaigov- C 
aw, 01 0 ayadtoi tov avIoumur anIéoLy. 

TTP2. °?Avaynoudtota héyers. 

32. Eioi 07, xara tors viv Adyous, Wevdetg ev tals tov 
avIednur Woyaig HOovai, uewtunusvar uésvtor tag adyPeic eni 
re yelordtega’ ual dina 8 doadru. - 

TP. Eioiy. 

XQ. Ovnoiv qv dogdlav pév brews ael tH TO magemav 
dokatort, un ex otor dé und ent yeyovdor und én? eoomé- 
voLg évlovEe. 

TPQ. Wav ye. 

32. Kai tairae y iv, olwa, ta ameoyatouerva ddéav D 
wWevdy tore xai tO Wevrdwc dokalar. 7 do; 

TIP2. Nei. 


éveLwypadnpévov] ‘He sees the gold, have thought it more prudent to make 
and the pleasures which depend upon avtév mean himself, than to change a 
it, and moreover he sees himself, as breathing. 
part of the picture, rejoicing in himself éri ra yeAousrepa] Conviv. 215, A. 
exceedingly.’ It is strange that any Polit. 293, 2, émt ta alaylova. Horace, 
difficulty could have been occasioned pist. ii. 1, 265. 
by so simple and well-chosen an ex- ficto 
pression. The change of avtdv into In pejus vultu proponi cereus. 
autov is indispensable; but the Editors 
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2 2 i , ~ y ,€ 
oun avtamodoréoy taig dumatg te “ai ndo- 
avtiotgopov fiw év éxeivors; 


XQ. Ti ovr; 
vaig viv trovrwy 

“TIP. Tes; 

32. ‘Qe ty wey yoigery Ovtwsg ae ty tO magewav bnWo- 
oby nad sing yoioovts, pi) mévtor et toig over fund emi cots 
yeyovoow éviote, modddnic O& nai tows mAevordug éni toig 
undé wéhdovol more yernoeo de. 

TIP2. Kei tat® odtwg avayxoiov, @ Swxoacec, Fev. 

XQ. Orvnoiv 6 adrdg Adyog ay ein méeQi QoBwr te xoi 
Ivar xai mavtwv tév tovovtwy, we zor nai Wevdiy, mévta 


E 


‘ ~ > ve 
ta toravt éeviote; 
zt 
TPQ. Terr wév oir. 


XQ. Ti d&; wovneds ddéag [nat yonoras] dAdws [) Wev- 


éic] yryvouevag Fxyomev eizcety; 


TIP. Otx adios. 
22. 


zg ~ 
Ov Fdoveg y’, oor, xatevooiuey Wo GAAOY tive 
, bo] 


41 toedmov sioi movnoat mhiyy tq Wevdeig eivar. 
~ \ 3 > 
TIPQ. lev wév ovv tovvertiov, @ Seduoates, elonzac. 


Tiv totrav dvrlorpodov eww] If all 
that precedes is genuine, I fear that it 
is a waste of ingenuity to endeavour 
to explain tovtwy. The &t¢ (namely 
that a thing may be real, and yet rest 
on false grounds,) has been shewn to 
be év dxetvors, that is in 86&a and td 
Sokdfewv: and we are invited to attri- 
bute an analogous €&t¢ to pleasures and 
pains; but if so, until this is granted 
and done, it is surely premature to 
talk of thy trovrwv gEw. The ékt¢ 
also which we grant to these must be 
dytlatpopos to another, which is in 
those. This would lead us to read qyt. 
Ew 77 év éxelvorg; but as to tovTwy, 
it is difficult to see what can be done 
with it, except to leave it out altogether. 
But what if we could reverse the di- 
rection of the pronouns, and by tov- 
twy understand the notions and beliefs, 
and by éxelvotg pleasures and pains? 
To do this we must remove tai¢ \v- 
Taw Te xar Sovais, and frame the 
sentence thus: ovx avtamoSotéoy tiv 
toutay tv avtlotpopoy éxelvors; For 
those who think this remedy too bold 
I can offer no other. 


Tt 8; mwovnpds] Nothing is plainer 
than this sentence when we leave out 
the interpolations. xat ypnotés is evi- 
dently out of place ; and a little at- 
tention to yvyvouevag shews that i 
evdeig is no better. The complete 
sentence would be Exouev elrety Tovy- 
pds SdEas AWS yeyvou.zvas (movnpds 
q TH pevdeis etvat) 

Gv piv ow totvavrlov] The MSS. 
and Edd. have all Ildvv pty obv touvay- 
tiov, which is not Greek. As pey ovy, 
like zmmo, is used when one improves 
upon another’s assertion, and this may 
be done either by adding to it, or by 
completely changing it, it denotes either 
assent or contradiction, according to the 
words Which accompany it. Thus mdvv 
poy ovy implies that the answerer does 
not think the first speaker positive 
enough; it amounts, therefore, to a 
strong assent. But an assent is out of 
the question in this passage; so that 
nothing would remain but to join mévu 
with touvaytloy, which would be as ab- 
surd in Greek as to say that one thing 
is very opposite to another would be in 
English. 
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axedov yao TH) Werder wer ov mevy mornods ay tic Avmag TE 
nai Hdoveg Iein, meychn O° hn uai Oddy ovuntntovoas 


meovnola. 


22. Tag péy coivvy movnoag fdoveg nai dvd sovnoiay 


wa t= dor cr 
ovoug toravtag bdiyoy vorEegor 
68 Wevdeig nat” GAAov tedmor 


évovoug te nal éyyeyvouévag Aextéov. 


peta m0 tag “pices. 


> ~ Ww Pl ~ ~ ‘ 
do0duer, Uv ee Son vv" tag 
évy hiv molddg nai modddnec 
tovty yao tows yonod- 


IIPQ. Ildg yaq ovu; eimeg y sioiv. 
32. 2AM, & Towcagye, eiot nove ye thy euyr. vodto dé 


tO Odypc, Bug av xéntor mag” 


mov yiyveo det. 
TPQ. Kedde. 


hiv, advvatov avéheynxtov On- 


22. Loocrotwpeda df nadine aFAytai wed tovroy av 


tov Adyor, 
JIPQ. "Topev. 
32. 2AM wy sinoper, 


eimeo meprrueda, [ddiyor] év 


toig mododev, wo, Srov at heyouevou étIvuicn év Huty wor, 
dixa Gea tore TO Oma xual ywoeig ths Wuyhg toig woeInuaor 


OveiAnrecae. 


TIP2. Mepripeda, nai mooegendn taira. 

SQ. Odnoiv 66 sy enrIvpody iy h Woy tdv cod ooua- 
tog évavtioy EEewv 7 tore, thy 0 adynddva 7% tiva did madog 
idomy Td oWua hy TO magexopevoy. 


T® WevSe] I have altered tH Hevdee 
into td evdet. He is speaking of the 
abstract quality, not of some particu- 
lar lie. 

totro 8 rd Séypa] It is necessary 
to caution the reader against Stallbaum’s 
translation of this passage. He explains 
tO Sdype as the belief that no pleasures 
are false; Ewes av xéntat is consequently 


for nap’ piv must apply to both So- 
crates and Protarchus, and xeto3at, 
which is the passive of Yetva, is a 
word of unequivocal force, whether ap- 
plied to a law or a proposition. The 
sense of the passage thus becomes plain: 
But until this judgment (f mine) is 
approved and established in us both, i 
is impossible for tt to (or 5 

pt from) nati I have en- 








made to mean so long as it te 

To such a remark as is thus attributed 
to Socrates, Protarchus, who was main- 
taining the opposite side, would scarcely 
have answered Kalas. But tovto td 
Sdypa (not éxetvo) obviously refers to 
the preceding clot xata ye tiv dyry, 
and means the belief that pleasures may 
be false or true. This is made certain 
by nap’ ypiv, and no less by xéytac; 


deavoured to give the force of the word 
ylyveoSa, which, as will be seen, sig- 
nifies a great deal more than etvat. 
e€ewv H rére] LEcwv, td St tHy GAy. 
is the reading of the received text. The 
Bodl. has however tov¢ for té 8¢, that 
is, the copyist had before him TOTE 
and read it as TOYC. On this is founded 
the emendation EREQNHTOTE. The 


B 


Cc 
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JIPQ. “Hy yao ovv. 


v 


oases 


TPQ, Aéye. 
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wAhoyilov O67 16 yryvduevoy ev covrors. 


XQ. +0 ilyverca volver, badrav 7 tative, &wa magonetodor 
Abnag te xai fdovds, xai tovtwy aiodjoeg Gua mag’ addr- 
hag évartiwy ovody yiyvecdou, 0 nai viv On epavn. 


TIP2. Waiveror yovr. 


XQ. Ornotv xai 160° elontar nai ovrwpohoynuévoy quiv 


PL ~ 
EumQootE “EtTaL, — 
TIP. Toé xoiov; 


XQ. ‘Qe 16 padddy te nai Frrov &ugw tovrw déxeoFor, 
td x. % , x a ~ 3 , ww 
hinn te nai Hdovy, [nat] ore THY azELQwy ELtn? ; 


TIPQ. Eionrou ci pip; 


XQ. FTis ov pyar) vais? do9ds xeiveoFa ; 


necessary conjunction A’ was probably 
lost from its resemblance to the suc- 
ceeding A, as H was from its likeness 
to N. The continual confusion of AH 
and AN in MSS., illustrates both these 
phenomena. 

twa 8a wabos ASovfv] The best 
MSS. have mifSo¢ for maSos, an error 
which arose from a confusion of A and 
A. But though the sentence is thus rid 
of a second difficulty, another still lies 
in the sense. Plato is speaking of that 
condition in which the mind desires the 
opposite to what the body feels; so that 
the addition of qSovyjy makes the mind 
to desire pain. Many ways might be 
proposed to remove this difficulty, but 
the question is not what Plato might 
have written, but what he wrote, and the 
ways are too numerous to allow us to 
fix upon the very one. The sense would 
be secured by tiy F adhynddva tiv Sa 
TI THa30¢ H8q évéy x. t. & The mean- 
ing of Sia meIo¢ appears to be, through 
actual impression, as opposed to the 
pleasure of expectation. 

Ttyverat] is not this an error occa- 
sioned by the reminiscence of the fore- 
going ytyvépevov? If we read Dalvetat, 
we shall get rid of the clumsy ylyvetat 
ylyveoSa:, and we shall have a better 
correspondence to épdvy, and to Pro- 
tarchus’ Paivetar youv. 

etry] The construction is ctpntar 


¢ déyeoSov, ote etvny,—where we in- 
troduces the fact, and Ott the reason 
of it. This gets rid of the causeless 
departure from the ordinary rules of 
construction, in defence of which I 
formerly quoted Phedo 95, vp. But 
there also the text is not trustworthy. 
xo Tahatnwpouudvyn te Sy x. tT. & 
has already excited the suspicion of 
Heindorf, though I do not assent to 
his mode of correcting it. By striking 
out diropalvety and by changing xa 
into “Ht we clear away the two only 
difficulties. Then yj would take fy 
and amohAtouto for the same reason 
that ote takes ettny. 

Tls ow pyxavi] The Zurich editors 
have adopted Stallbaum’s reading, Tis 
ovv: but if Plato had wanted to use 
the enclitic, he would have written Zote 
te¢, or have placed the enclitic any- 
where rather than at the beginning of 
the sentence. A better correction would 
have been, Tt ovv; pnyavi) tar’ ép- 
Sd¢ xplveoto.; There is a want of 
adjustment in the different parts of the 
dialogue. For the question here asked 
is not more fully explained afterwards, 
and ef is no answer to [yj or to Bek- 
ker’s conjectural TIotw. It is not im- 
probable that something has fallen out, 
perhaps to the following effect, Tl ovv; 
pnyavy tair’ ded xplvecsar; (tx Se 
Bt cxapdpevos nelow dmoxptvecSat.) 
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TPQ. Ih 3% nai neg; 
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XQ. Ei cide td Bovdqu’ hiv rng xoeicewg codcwy: . ev 
ToLovtoLg tat dLayvivae [Bovdetoe] Excdorote, tig tovtwY medg 
adinhag usilov ual tg édrrwr nai tig peddov [xai tig a—po- 


dgotéga], Ainn te mQdg ndoriy 
10g Horny. 


nat hiscn 296g kinny nai fdov7 


ITPQ. *AMW sore coite te tovwdta nai F peatnsts THs 


ugloewe adtn. 


3Q. Ti oiv; ey peév Siew: to aeagorastay nat ypler 5 ogc 
ta peyédn tiv adyjdeay apaviter noi Wevdy movi dokaberv, 42 
év Atmoug 30° oa nai Hdovais otx sor tadbtoy todto yuyvd- 


pevor; 


IPQ. Toh per obv udddor, & Saneates.. 
2Q. “Evarcioy 07 6 viv t@ opungdv FumooeFe yéyovev. 


IIPQ. To noiov déyetg; 


XQ. Tore pév at ddgau Wevdeig te nai ddydets advad yi- 
yrouevor tag Avmag te ual doves “ua tod mag obtais ma- 


Inpatog cveniundacar. 
JIPQ. *AlynYéorvare.. 


Et r08¢ rd BotAnpa] I have changed 
the reading and punctuation. Toutey év 
Totovtots trol is certainly not elegant, 
but by explaining tovtwy to be the 
pleasures and pains and éy totovtots 
tial to be on such occasions, some of 
us may be brought to tolerate it. But 
16 Bovlnua THs xptoems Stayveovar Bov- 
Xetae brings its own condemnation with 
it. It may be said that there is no im- 
Propriety i in the expression—‘“The will 
wills”. But td BovAnpa is not the will, 
but 4 particular wish, and 1d 8. tis 
xplaewe is the wish to judge. In the 
Laws 863, 8, Plato declares Pleasure 
Mpatrew 3 te mEp av autaSe 1} Bovdy- 
ats éSehrjon; but this expression though 
unusual was inevitable; for Pleasure 
cannot desire, and if he had said ém- 
supla, he would have been obliged to 
forego the main ground of opposition 
to Suucde, metSot per’ aretys. In that 
passage I will take this opportunity of 
remarking that BidtecSa. written com- 
pendiously has been miscopied Bralov. 
But how can the wish to judge judge? 


—and if it cannot judge, how can it 
wish to judge? My correction is fully 
borne out by Protarchus’ answer — 7 
BovAnots tis xploews airy. By leav- 
ing out xal teg opodpotdpa, the difficulty 
which beset, tlg w&AAov disappears. Com- 
pare above 37, D,, apddpa Exdrepa, 
which answers exactly to wa&Adov AUTH 
&e. ‘ 

’ Evavrloy] This is perhaps ‘the most 
beautiful of all the remarks in this ad- 
mirable disquisition on pleasure. For- 
merly it had been agreed that notions, 
as they happened to be true or false, 
occasioned a corresponding difference 
in the pleasures and pains depending on 
them; but now it has been shown that 
pleasures and pains, by their compara- 
tive distance in time, and by their mutual 
contrast, produce false notions about 
themselves. 

dverlurdkacav] Observe the imper- 
fect: Were found to communicate their 
quakty (of truth or falsehood) to the 
pains and pleasures. 
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XQ. Niv 02 y adtai did 16 méoqwdév te nai syydder 
Exaorore metafahAduevoe JewpeioFa, xai dua weer ao 
2 , c \ Cc aes AY 4 \ , , 
GAdnjhag, at pév Hdovet saga tO Avznooy jeilovg patvortat 

\ , ~ > +f XN BY > ¢€ ‘ ? , 
nal opodgdregat, Aircon 0 av dla TO mag OOVAG TOovVaAYTiOY 
éneivare. 

TIPQ. *Aveyin yiyvecdou té towdta dua tavte. = + 

XQ. Ovxoitv, bow petlovg tov ovody Excregar noi eer- 
Tovg gaivovtar, tovt’ arroteuouEevog Exatéowy tO pawvopevor 
a 2 * wv. wioo> : OS. ee ~ ‘ >? od Id 3 A 

C adh ov dy, Ot” cdTO OOFMS PowopEvoy Epeig, ovd av moté 
tO ei tovty méog Ths NOovng nai Avang yryvduevoy OeIdY TE 

‘ > A) ta , 
nat adndeg tohunoes Aéyer. 

TTP2. Ov yee ovr. 

32. Tovttwr coirey sig Ooueda, édv tid? anorrauer, 
€ ‘ ‘ U ~ ed ~ Ww , , 
hooves nat himag evdeicg éte uahdov 7 tattag povopévag te 
nal ovoag & tolg Cuosc. 

TIP, Mloicg 6} nai nog héyeg; 

SQ. Etontai mov wodheng bt, tig pioews Exeotwy dra- 

D pdeqouérvng pév ovynoioes. nai Otaxpioeor nai mAnowoeor nai 
nevedoeor “ai tio ab—oug nai pdioeor, Mimal te xal adynddves 

y Jos ‘ , cq , ~o ds + > » , 
nai odvrven nai wevta, buo0K ToLadT dvomat eer, EvuBalve 
yuyvomever. 

ITP2. Nat, cavc? stontor woddans. 

XQ. Eig 68 ye viv abtoy piow bray xadvornre, tadeny 

x \ , Cc \ ? , 7 ¢ ~ > + 
av thy xataotaoLy rOovny anedesauedta mag NUwY aUTOr. 

IIPQ. "Ogdds. 

32. Ti dé, dtav megi tO odue under tovtWY yryvouEvoY 
€ ~ by 
huay jj; 

IIPQ. Ite dé vovr’ av yévoito, @ Sexeates; 

E 32. Ovdév medg Adyow goriv, & Howraeye, 0 od viv Hoov, 
TO éowtnuce. 

IIP2. Ti 07; 

SQ. Avot chy ey Egernory ob nodvder eué dregéodcu 
os med. 


‘ 


Ovkoiv, bow] That much then, by that the appearance itself is a right ap- 
which either appears greater than it really pearance, nor will you venture to call 
is, that apparent and unreal quantity, that part of the pleasure or the pain 
you will cut off, and you will neither say which is founded upon it, right and true. 
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TTP2. Ties; 
> 7 F 4 x p 
32. Ei & oby wy yiyroito, & Tedtapye, gnow, 06 tol- 
ovtor, ti wot aveynaioy 2 adtod ouuPaivery iuio ; 
TIP2. My uvovpévov tod obpatog ég’ sd DIS; 
32. Ovswe. 
ITPQ. Ahoy 61 tottd 77, & Sdueates, we oI? Hdovi 
yiyvor ey &y tH toLovtw not ovr? bv ws Minn. 
3Q. Keddor simec. ahaa yoo, olpou, tdde' héyetg, ws 48 
Gel te tovtwr avaynaiov huiv EvuBaiverr, wo ol copod qac.y* 
ael yoo Enavt brvo te nal nave gel. 
TIPQ. Aéyovot yao obv, nai doxovoi y° od paving déyerr. 
3Q. Iles yee dy, up pavdol y bree; chad ydo tmex- 
orivan tov Adyov ssipeoduevor todtov Bovdomo. t7H0’ vv dic- 
voovmoar pevyey, nai ov mor Evuqevye. 
IPQ. Aéye ban. 
v ~ A , or Pia ~ ‘ , 
22. Tova pév toivey ottwg zotw, power medg tovrove. 
od O° amduguvar’ métEegoy asi mdvta, Omdon meoxer te TOV B 
éuwprywr, 
U C! 3 \ P24 ~ , or ’ 
havdcavouey Nuds avtovs ovtE tL THY TOLOVTWY OVOEY maOXOY- 
ON ~ ’ , 247 ‘ U ~ 4 G 2 
vég, 1 may tovvartiov; OALyou yag ta ye toLadta Aédnde wav 
Cc # 
huas. 
IIPQ. “Anav dymov tobvertior. 
32. O08 coivvy xaddg quiv elontas v6 viv dn éndév, ws 
c ‘ , , / \f § € 
at weroBohat xacw te rai Gym yryvomerar Avmag TE nai HO0- 


~ 7 U x t ‘ wo3 >» , 
tart aiotavetae to maoxor, “al ove cvécrvomevor 


vag areoyatortct. : 

JIP2. Ti wip; } 

SQ. *QSD Foren xchdcov nai aventdnnrdregov to deys- C 
pevor. 


TIPQ2. Ts; 


Gel yap dravra] The passages in 
Plato, from which we may learn a full 
account of this doctrine of Heraclitus, 
are Thecetet.179—80, Sophist. 249—50, 
and Oratyl. 402. It is here alluded to, 
because at first sight it would appear 
to exclude the possibility of that state 
of indifference to pleasure and pain from 
which Socrates is about to show another 
instance of a false pleasure, namely, 


where relief from pain (which is indif- 
ference) is thought and spoken of as 
positive pleasure. 

brexorijvar] Soph. Ajax, 82. po- 
votvra ydo viv oux av dédorny Sxve. 

TC pwyv] This generally amounts to 
nothing more than an assent; but as 
its original meaning is What else? it is 
perfectly suitable here. 
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XQ. ‘Qe at pév peyahou wetoBodai Maas te nai Hdovas 
ooo Nuiv, at O° ad pérorod te xai opingai tO waganar 


dos , 
ovdétEega TovTWY. 


IIPQ. -Ogddregor ottwg 7 netvws, 


@ Swxoates. 
é 


XQ. Ovzoiv ei cadvH} ottw, medley 6 viv On byIeig Blog 


ay ino. 
JIPQ. Ilotog; 


XQ. “Ov Kdumdy te nai dvev yoouovdr &papev elven. 


TIPQ. ~AlyFéorata déyers. 


32. "Ex Of covcwy tI@pEv tertrodrs Nuiv Biovg, Eva wev 


nw 


D jdvy, tov 0 av Avmnedy, tov O° Eva pndétega. 7) mHsg vy Maing 


AY \ , 
OU 7EQL TOVTWV; 


TPQ. Otx thiws tywy? 7 caven, tosis elvar codg Biovs. 


22. 
yaionr. 
TPQ. Wg yee ty; 


~ ~ PJ ~ 
Ovuoiy ovx ay ein t6 we) Avmeiodai mote tater TH 


P) 
3Q. ‘Ondrav ody axovons we Ovoroy mévtwy éoriv adv- 
mg OLatelety tov Biov Gmavra, ti TOF bwohapBavas heya 


tov TOLOvTOY; 


TIPQ. ‘Hod héyay paivetou Foy obvog 6 un Avmetoden. 


SQ. Toidy ov bvtwv tir, 
E Aoow ty dvéucor yowpEeda, +6 


toitoy dé undétega tovtwy. 
HPQ. Keita. 

32. 
volt &Y, Yovods 7} &eyvEOS; 
TIP2. Kei nag tv; 

2Q. 


avrwev Botde] He is not speaking 
of the three dives in particular, but sup- 
poses any three things, to two of which 
names have been given, but the third 
is merely known as not either, The 
question then is, can it become either? 
See the next note. 

‘yevopevos] Commonly deyépevog. But 
when we consider how awkwardly this 
word is placed, and then look to the 
preceding yévort’ dv, it seems scarcely 


TO 0& pndétega tottwr 


Orvtveov Bovle, titer, xod- 
+ La +. > ow 
“ev yovooy, tO 0 aeyveor, 


zo iuiv Saws Focveoa yé- 


Ov de 6 péoog Biog HOvG % Avanods yevopevos 


possible to doubt that this is one of 
the many instances where eydpevos 
has usurped the place of yevdyevog. It 
would be childish to say 6 wéaos Bloc 
is not, and cannot be rightly thought 
to be, that from which it has been 
formally distinguished; but it is ne- 
cessary for the argument to show that 
the circumstance of its coming imme- 
diately after pain cannot alter its na- 
ture, and make it become pleasure. 
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Godig &y mote, ovt’ ei dokdtor tg, dokdCoutO, ott Ei éyot, 
Aeydein, nota ye tov deddv Loyor. 

JIPQ. Tas yee &v; 

2Q. VAG why, @ Ecaigs, heyovtwy ye vaita xai doga- 
Covtwy ciodavopeda. 

TIPQ. Ket péhe. 

SQ. Idtegov ovy nai yaigew otovcae core, Stay ju Av- 
MOVTOLS 

IIPQ2. @aoi voor. 

2Q. Ovnody otovta téte yoiosv* ov yao av &leydy mov. 

TPQ. Kuvdvveve. 

32. Pevdh ye uty doEdlovor wei vod yaigev, etmeg yw- 
ois [tod mt Avreiodcn nai tod yxoloe] h iors éxatégov. 

TIP2. Kai wiv xuois y ip. 

XQ. dceoor ody aigupeda nag jut caiv? eivor, xodo- 
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meg Gott, tola, 7 dvo pdva, Admyy wév noxdy Toig avIgdroas, B 
tiv 0 anadhayiy tov hundy, adite toot ayaddoy Ov, 760 mQ00- 
ayopever Sct ; 

IIPQ. dg 6% viv cobto, & Xwneates, Zowtdpeda vy 
qudy adtay; od yao povddve. 

XQ. "Ovtwg yee tovg moheuiovg DidnBov tovde, w TIge- 
Taeye, od parvIcvers. 

TIP2. Aéyag 9 avtods tivac; 

32. Kai pola devodrg deyouévovg tad weet gvouy, ov td 
maodmav Hdoveg ov pao Elva. 

HP2. Ti up; 

32. Avni tattag iver méoasg anopuyas, Gs viv ot regi C 
@MilnBor jdoveg écovouctovory. 


elrep xapls] See Appendix. 

TIdrepov ow aipdyeda] One alter- 
native having been disposed of, the other 
is taken up: “If freedom from pain is 
not pleasure, is there such a thing as 
absolute pleasure?” And thus is intro- 
duced another question: ‘Is pleasure 
possible without pain?” I have added, 
in the Appendix, a translation of a pas- 
sage from Kant's Anthropologie, which 
may perhaps interest some readers. 


tots modewlous] This is generally un- 
derstood of Antisthenes. The descrip- 
tion applies very well to what we learn 
of him from Diogenes Laertius. ov 
teyvn reminds one of the many sneers 
against the Platonic Ideas which are 
attributed to him and his friends. A 
disposition without meanness but harsh, 
is also in keeping with his character, 
though not with Plato’s general appre- 
ciation of the Cynics. 
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IIPQ. Todrorg ody fds movega meideodoar EvuBovievecc, 


Wn ~ t Sv, La : 
mG, WwW Swxoetes; 


32. Obu, GV Goneg pavrecr meooyeyoFat ToL, pov- 

- Pp] 2 ~ 

TEvomevorg Ov Téxyvyn GAAG tim AvaOxEgele PlOEWEG Ovx ayErvOds 
i ‘ ~ ~ > 

Mav pemonndrey viv tig Hdoviig dbvapwy nal vevouundreov ov- 


> ~ > 
déy bytég, WOTE Kai ALTO TOT 


avrg tO eraywydr, yorreruc, 


~ > 4 
ovy Adovyy, elvan. tovtoig psy ov tabs av me0cXQIOMLO, OxE- 


, ” ‘ x > > ~ 
Wapevog ete nai tad ovtwy 


Svoxeodopata’ pera dé tadra, 


~ ~ + 2 > 
al yé wor doxnvory HOovai adndeic elvor, medoe, tv && ay- 
~ ~ - > ~ ‘ 
poly tov Adyowy onEeWapevor tiv ddvapuy avtig magadwopeta 


00S THY KOLOLY. 
ITP2Q. "Oodas Aéyets. 


IQ. Meradiauwper 07 tovtovg Gomeg Evupcxovg, xara 
6 tig Svoxegetag adtav tyvoc. oiuar yao toLdvde tL héyew 


adtovs, aoxouevorg modEev Gvwder, ws, ei BovdnFEetwEr OtOVvody 
~ 4 ~ ~ 

eldovg tiv quory ideiv, olov tiv tov oxdnood, métEgoY Eig Td 

¥ > ? , ce a ~ , wn 

oxdnodtat’ anoBlémortes ovtws uv pahdov ovvvonoomev 7 

10g ta moAhoora oxAngdtyte; det On oF, & Tedtapye, 2adc- 


mee éol, xai tTovtoLg tolg OvoxEgaivovory azscoxgivedPat. 
TIPQ2. Tew sv ovv, uai léyw y? advoig 6t1 moedg te 


MOWTA meyEEt. 


32. Ovnody ei ual 6 cig Hdovng yévog ideiv fytivd wor’ 
eyer prow Bovdyndeiwer, ovn sig tag mohAootas HOoves ar0- 
45 Blentéov add’ sig tag axootatas xai opodgotarag Aeyouévas. 

TIP2. Teg ey oor coven ovyywgoin ta viv. 

XQ. 2AAW ody at medyerooi ye, [alneg nai peyote TOY 
3 ~ a v4 ha c * x ~ , 3 ca 
noovwr,] 0 Aéyouer moddanig, at MEQ TO OMA ELoLY ato. 


Hepirnkdrwv] This is not a capricious 
change from the dative to the genitive, 
nor is to be taken absolutely, for then 
ata would have been necessary; but 
it is in construction with Svoyepelg 
piccwc— With the severity of men who 
have too much hated, &c. 

dere kal aird rot airs] So that 
this very attractiveness of it 18 a trick 
and imposture, and not pleasure. 

Sucrxepdopara is condemned by Pol- 
lux as bad Greek, and Lobeck observes 
that such compound verbs as gvontalve, 
SvoSupatvw, and the like (where the 


noun from which the verb comes is 
already a compound), have no substan- 
tives derived from them. But dxoha- 
atéopata in Aristoph. Lysist. 398 is a 
sound reading, and the scarcity of such 
formations would arise partly from the 
scarcity of the verbs, and partly from a 
fear of their length. 

Tas Tohdoords WSovds] The smallest 
pleasures, Td. TOAMOOTA OxANOSTHTL, Lhings 
having the smallest degrees of hardness. 
The word is formed like the ordinal 
numbers used to express fractions. 

*AAN ow] The MSS. have "Ap’ ovv, 
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FIP2. 
2. 


IIag yoo ob; 


7 


~ 


x 
II6tegov ovv peivovg eioi te xai yiyvovtat megi tovg 


[ucuvovtac] éy vais vdoog 7 meet tyaivovtag; edhaByddapev 
L ‘ ~ > t , 4 4 % w 
dé ku} meomEtag arcoxoivduevor wtaiowmer my. TY yag tows 


gaiuey av regi bytaivortas. 
TIPQ. Eixésg ye. 
22. Ti dé; 


ITP2.  Toito pen aly dé. 


c ~ ~ zt 
oy avtae tév HOover breeBaddovoty, wy ay 
nad eciduutoe péyotae rooyiyvwrtat; 


4 


FQ. *AW ody, ot muginrorseg nad éy toLvovtolg voo}uaow 
éyOuevor uahdov dupwor xai dryotor, nai mevtwr, bdo dud 


which is incompatible with ye, and as 
ye is not found in the Bodleian and its 
fellows, it has been omitted in the 
recent Editions. But as it is impossible 
to account for the intrusion of the word 
in the other MSS., its omission in the 
first-mentioned must be ascribed to 
negligence. With ‘ye once restored, the 
change of "Ap’ into ’A))’ becomes in- 
evitable; and the latter appears to me 
to be infinitely more in keeping with 
the nature of the observation; as it is 
more reasonable in speaking of a matter 
of every-day talk, to say that we con- 
clude it is admitted, than to ask whether 
it is so. But the rest of the sentence 
requires careful consideration. The sub- 
ject for inquiry is simply this: “Which 
are the greatest pleasures?” ‘Whether 
they are easily procured”, does not con- 
cern the inquiry, though it may serve 
to designate them when found. If we 
remember that avtae represents at dxpd- 
Tata, xar spodpcrarat , we see that 
so far there is nothing unsound in 
the sentence. "AMX ov al npdyetpot 
ye, O Adyomey Toddkdxtc, eloly aura: 
but we may go further and introduce 
ai wept td owpa. If then we look at 
the remainder, we see not only that 
it was unsuited to our purpose, but 
that it begins with AIIIEP, the same 
beginning as that of one of the un- 
suspicious parts already admitted. That 
is to say; a copyist had got as far as 
AILLEP and stopped. Afterwards he 
saw that he had skipped @ dé¢youev 
ToAkaxe¢; so he returns to this, but 
forgets to cancel AINLEP. “Here is 
some gap”, says a grammarian, “which 


we must fill up”; and he fills it up 
so as to make Plato say that the com- 
mon bodily pleasures’ which are also 
the greatest are the most intense. En 
cor Zenodoti! En jecur Cratetis! 

[kdpvovras]] I have put xduvovtas in 
brackets. Plato could not use the article 
with one participle and not with the 
other, but he must use it with évy tai¢ 
vécot¢, whether the participle had it 
or not. 

awpoylyvevra] This is Stephens’ 
emendation for rpocylyywvtat; any one 
who will take the trouble to attend to 
the Varize Lectiones of even the best 
collations, and see the blunders com- 

) 

mitted in mpd and mp (ie, 7p6¢), ° will 
at once see that it is perfectly absurd 
to decide such differences as these by 
the authority of the MSS. 

navtav, 6rdoa} The received text is 
mcévta onéoa. I have written mévtwv, 
both because it is necessary, and because 
the neglect of terminations and the habit 
of giving the same termination to two 
consecutive words is confessedly of com- 
mon occurrence. évdzig alone might 
leave us in doubt whether it ought not 
to be mept névta; but the addition of 
dronknpovpévay decides the question 
in favour of the genitive. Stallbaum’s 
explanatory paraphrase medvt oe els Sa0t 
TAYE onéca Sid tot oul patos eld- 
Sact néoyetv shews an utter miscon- 
ception of what brevity authorises or 
not, is untrue in fact, and while it 
gives xal the office of joining two co- 
ordinate clauses, leaves te to join two 
sentences. 


78 TIAATONOS PIAHBOS. : 


tov Owpatog siWIacr maozev, ahAdv « evdeig Evvveivovtat 
nat cscordynoovuévwry peilovg HOovedg Loxovory; 7) tovt’ ov qrj- 
Oomev aAndég eivar; 
C TIPQ2. Taw pév toiv bndéev paiveran. 
32. Ti ov; 60966 Gy pavotueda héyovteg ws, et TUS 
A , c ‘ 4 ~ , e > 5 £ , Py Nek 
tag meyiotag Hooves ideiv Bovdoito, ove Eig vyleLay GAN Eig 
rf be A aed ~ ce f ie c ~ , 
vooov Lovtag del oxomelv; Oga dé° un we [Hyn] Scavoor[{mevor] 
gowtay oe ei mleiw yaigovory ot opddea voooirtEs THY DyYLCI- 
, P) ) tie / , ~ c ~ x bY a 
vovtav, ad’ otov méyedog pe Cytetvy Hoong, noi td opodea 
move ylyveron EXxdOTOTE. vOHOCL yae 
&yer, nal tive Aéyovoty ot Maoxortes 


[regi tov]: TOLOvTOY Ov 
Oely gamer itive pio 
D pnd” elvar 66 mogemav adriy. 
JIPQ. 2AMAe oyeddv Excomon [tp hoy ov]. 
XQ. Texan, & Tpdtooye, ovy ictoy dei&eg, aemonguvet 
yao’ év Boe peilovg Hoovds, ov mhelovg héyw, tp opddoa dé 
nal TH wahdov brepexovous beas 7} év tH OW~oom Bip; Aéye 


0& moQ0céywr TOY voir. 


TIPQ. ‘AW kuatov 6 héyes, noi rod t6 dtapégor 60. 
Tog mév yao owpoorvds mov nai 6 magorpuatouEevog enioxer 


tuvrelvovrar] The Books have Euyyi- 
yvovtat. Teivouae and yelvouat (for so 
it is often written in MS.) are continually 
confounded. This I first learned from a 
note of Cobet in his Edition of a Frag- 
ment of Philostratus. I have since 
found another instance in Strabo xv1, 3, 
where we must read wote énerelvecSat 
tO mapadotov “so that the marvel is 
intensified”. Compare below 46, D, Evv- 
taow &yptav, and 47, a, Evvrelver te xab 
évlote mydav moet. I am acquainted 
with the fragments of Eupolis and Te- 
leclides where ovyylyveotat is coupled 
with patotg and with @ayooior; but 
they are merely comic expressions for 
enjoying, like Aristophanes’ having an 
interview with grapes. Wpovtlor avyye- 
yévnuae (Eup. fragm.) is a little more 
apposite, but svyylyveoSat ovx forte tev 
16 piddov xat atrov Seyoudver. 

Ildvu piv ow pndév] viv Andy is 
the common reading; but there is no 
authority but that of a worthless copy 
for viv. My impression is that ovv 
should be o¥tw, which will make viv 
unnecessary. 


Spa Sé} If any one still retains his 
belief that all the writers of our copies 
were serupulous about the text, so as 
even to prefer nonsense to falsification 
(for doubtless there were some such) 
let him look at the words which follow 
dpa 8. Stavdov is thought to be mu- 
tilated, so it is turned into Stavoobpe- 
vov; then the sense demands the very 
thing which has been thus sacrificed, 
and so ny¥ is invented. Again totov- 
tov by some blunder is read or written 
as totovtov; immediately some one is 
at hand with a healing supplement, and 
tept tov is plaistered upon the text; 
in the meanwhile té o@déSpa totoiitov 
is utterly lost. 

T® Adyw wov] I have put this Alex- 
andrian phrase in brackets. 

ovx jrrov Selfeas] I entirely agree 
with Stallbaum that it is, ‘nodum in 
scirpo querere,’ to be dissatisfied with 
these: words; but his own translation 
of them has led him to suspect another 
word which is equally sound. The sense 
is, You will presently prove it (that you 
understand me) no less (than you now 
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‘* \ AY ~ > , yo ~ , , c 
Sovran’ tO O& tuv aggdrvwr te xai iBovotay péxor paving h 
Ne ‘ , rd 3 ‘ 
Gpodea THOovn xavéyovon megtBontovg ameoyaterat. 
~ w ~o? ~ 
SQ. Koldcg: nai et ye cavd? obvag eer, djhov wc & uM 
y lea ~ \ ~ 4 3] P) Wh > > P) » 4 
mornore Wuyns [nat tov awuatog], add’ ov éy aoetrhy wéyrotae 
péy Hdovat, wéyrotoe O& nad Abreu, ylyvovrat. 


TIP2. 
2. 


Hevy bee ovr. 


Ovnoiy tovtwv tives regoehouevoy Ost oxoreio Fan, 


tiva mote tednor éyotous ehéyouey abrdg elvan usyiovac. 


ITPQ.  *Aveyan. 


3Q. Bebra OH tag teu tordivde vociniueleuiy noovas, tive 


mot &yovor tedmor. 
ITPQ. Tloiwy; 
22. Tes tav 
OovoL martEeddac. - 
ITP2. Toiac; 


aoxnuover, 


a a wy ~ 
ag Ovg elmouey SvOxEQEig pt- 


z ~ ~ 
22. Oiov tag tig Wueasg idosg tH tobe, xai Sou 
~ ms Pla / a ~ ¥ bs ‘ U 
toabta, ovn adds dedueva pagucagews. toito yae dn 16 ad- 
dog iquiv, @ 190g Fear, ti wore payer dyyiyveodor; mdregov 


noovny 7 donne; 
ITPQ. 
yveoIol te xondr. 


susan tovrd ye [dea], @ Sunoates, Borne yi- 


32. Ob py Gv DidyBov y vena magedéuny vor Aéyov" 


profess it), Jor you will answer my ques- 
tion. 

wepeBotrovs] Frantic. The word is 
properly applied to men maddened by 
the noise of some Bacchanalian or other 
orgies, and then generally of extra- 
vagant and impetuous characters. It 
is here opposed to the staid and seemly 
demeanour of the temperate. 

[kal rod owdparos]] It is impossible 
that this passage should be correct as 
we now read it. Plato has passed from 
the diseases of the body to SBoers. which 
is a disease of the mind. The presence 
of the article betrays the interpolator. 

[dpa]] I have cancelled dpa as per- 
fectly unmeaning. Some scribe had 
written oUputxtov tolto yap through 
mistaking Ye. Another came and turned 


yap into, y’ ap’. 


Ob piv dv SarnBov y¥] The Cois- 
Ninian has wyjy which one, Editor adopts 
and so affords to another the opportu- 
nity for telling the world that 8¥ is 
never put after rv. A little attention 
to the sense would. have been better 
bestowed than itis on such a truism. As 
the words stand in the Books, Socrates 
is made to say that he did not bring 
forward these instances about itch on 
account of Philebus. Probably not; but 
why say so? Is he afraid lest Pay - 
Bos 6 xahd¢ should be troubled ast 
the complaint? Or can he think it 
necessary to declare that it was not to 
make fun of him that he alluded to 
it? As this is out of the question, the 
only other reason for bringing Phile- 
bus in at all must be that Philebus is 
fastidious, and will look upon him as 


ra 
w met- E 
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GAL diver tovtwy, & Teuraoye, tar dover ual tév tedvtag 


€ / wn ‘ nd 
EMOMEVOY, GY LN AATOPIWOL, 


oxedov otn Gy more dvvaipeda 


dtaxeiracdor to viv Cyrovpmevoy. 


TIP2. Ovxoiv ivéor. 


XQ. “Eni tég tovtwy Evyyeveic, tag év tH piker xorvw- 


vovoas, Aéyerg; 
TIP2. Tevv pév otv. 


SQ. Eloi cotvey [yikes] at wév xara +6 oduca ev avroig 

~ , © >] > ~ ~ . ? Sed ~ \ > > 
roig awa, at 0 adrig tis Wuyzhg ev th Woyxi. tag 0 ad 
Crag Wryhs xai tod owporog avevonooper Ainag idovaig qux- 
Selous, tore pév HOovas ta Evvaupdreoa, core dé Avmag ént- 


nadovpévas. 
IITP2. Ts; 


XQ. ‘Ondraw 2 ti xavaordoe tig 7} tH dvepIogg tavav- 


tl eu man weoyn, mote Orywv Fégntoe xai Jegucevopevog 

>» , ~ z \ \ » ~ > 2? , 
éviote Yyntar, Cytw@y, olor, tO wév exEty, TOD 0 amaddac- 
© \ On, XL / a tA Xd dZ. ‘ 
tector, TO 0 heydmevov mixedyhuav [pepeypéevor], peta 
D dvoamahdontiag magdv, ayaventnow xo voregov Edvytaor 


ayolay sole. 


@opttxds for making such nasty allu- 
sions. This is in keeping with the 
other traits of him in the dialogue; 
but then he must say: “For Philebus’ 
sake I would not have introduced this 
topic, but I cannot do without it.” And 
so the AH which helped Stallbaum to 
chastise Fischer disappears into AN, 
and as pay is the equivalent of pévtot 
and ye is found in all the Books, I 
have adopted the latter particle also. 

Oixotv tréov] In the Books Protar- 
chus’ speech in continued down to Evy- 
yevei¢: which arrangement makes the 
young man show the way and the phi- 
losopher follow it. 

Etol rolvuv] I have cancelled plEets. 
Unless this be done, and ydoval xowvw- 
yotoot be understood, the following 
clauses make downright nonsense. 
“There are bodily pleasures which mix 
in bodies, and mental pleasures which 
mix in the mind”, is true and simple. 
But if you say there are mixtures— 
then one of each pair, either xat&é té 
odpa or 2. g. tT Gupact, either av- 


THS T. p. or 2y TH Puy becomes quite 
meaningless. 

aroré] This word occurs twice in the 
Bodleian, both before”and after érydyv. 
It is ‘properly cancelled in the second 
place, for being used ‘in opposition to 
évlote, it would be placed in such a 
part of the sentence as would mark 
that it is not used as a mere enclitic. 
Bekker’s correction of mexpdyAuxu for 
Txpd yAuxv is fully borne out by td 
8 Acyouevov: but in recommending it 
he should also have advised the ex- 
pulsion of weptyuevov. For dSvoanai- 
haxtlag Hirschig reads Svcanadd\aktac. 
But the departure from analogy is in 
favour of our reading, as a probable 
Atticism. 

tivracw] This is the reading of the 
best MSS.; the others have cvotaov, 
which is irreconcilable with cyplav, 
such an epithet being only applicable to 
a word signifying some active process. 
Besides, avotactc after dyavaxtnots 
would be an anticlimax; for it is pro- 
perly used to denote the effect of sadness 
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TIPQ. Kai wéd’ ehndéeg 0 viv heyduevor. 

2Q. Ovxnory ai covadrae wikerg at usy 2 Yowv eiot Av- 
mov te rai Hover, ai 0 && tév Etéqwy mAeLdvor. 

ITP. Ilw¢ yao ov; 

22. Aéye On tag mév, Otay misiove linc tev dover 
ylyvavtar, tag tig Wooas Aeyoutvas viv di, tavtag sivon nai 
tag tiv yagyakoudr. drdtav 0 évtdg tO Céov H nai TO 
pleypcivor, ti telwer dé nai th xrvqoe wt eprxr7tal tig, Te 
3° ériscolig udvoy dvayén, tore pégortes sig mig atta xai sig E 
tovvartioy etraBddhortes, arcopiag éviot’ aunyavors [hooves], 
tore 0& tovvartioy toig évtdg modg tag tH zw Abrac 00- 
vag Evynequodeioas, sig bmdreg’ ty béWn, magéozovto, tH ta 
Gvyxexquuévar Bice drayeiy 1H ce dvanexouséva: ovyyely fxai duod 
Minas HOovaig magotdévac. 

TIP2. AlySéovace. 

32. Ovnoiv badcayv [od] mheiwy fdor} “OTA TH TOLowTE 
maven Evy, vO uév topeuypéevor tag himng yaeyahiter 
te nai Hosux ayavourelv moet, td SO ad tig HOovaG modd 
mheiov éynxeyupévov ovversiver te xai ériote mynday morel, 


47 


\ 
AME 


in turning the mind back upon itself. 
Suvtelvery is used a little further on as 
the effect of pleasure; it is obvious that 
the figure of speech being derived from 
the strain upon a cord, is applicable 
alike to the rackings of pain (renes 
morbo tentantur acuto) or the thrill of 
pleasure (pertentant gaudia pectus). 
Aéye 8} tas pév] The first part of 
this passage is easy enough, when once 
we learn to separate the process re- 
ferred to in the sentence ending with 
yapyakto.ev from that described after- 
wards. I have put 8’ after dnotay. The 
first case is that where xvijats and tpi- 
peg are said Siayety, because they dis- 
cuss the heat in the part affected. When 
this is insufficient, the affection being 
too deep-seated, then recourse is had 
to irritation of the surface in order to 
relieve the interior. This is effected 
by bringing the parts to the fire,. and 
shifting the affection to the opposite place: 
that is to say, by producing: external 
heat in place of internal. When men 
do this, they sometimes produce terrible 


*Platonis Philebus. 


droplac, states where pleasure and pain 
are confounded, and the patient does 
not know what to do with himself. This 
sense is brought out by. transposing 
dtoplas, and cancelling Bovas. The 
only difficulty that remains is in the 
last clause; they procure, as the case 
may oe out, sometimes great embar- 
ras. and etimes mingled plea- 
sure for the inner parts contrasted with 
the pain of the outer, by forcibly ae 
solving what is ted and comp 
ing what is separate, and by procuring 
to themselves pain mingled with pleasure. 
This is saying that they do a thing by 
doing it; what we need to be told is, 
how that which they do involves a 
mixture of pain and pleasure. I there- 
fore propose to read T ta o. B 8. 7 
ta 8. ouyyety, pod humdi Ydovaic na- 
patitévtes: procuring pain along with 
pleasure, by Sorcibly dispersing (xvqaet 
xal toler) what is congested (the accu- 
mulated heat), and determining what is 
dispersed (by inflaming the surface arti- 
ficially). 
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mavtola pév YowWUaTA, mavtola dé CxnUaTaA, mwevtotc Oé mvE'- 
~ > 3 
pata téneoyalouera rior tumdnéy vai Bods wet” apgoovyys 


ameoyatetat. 
TTP2. Mahe ye. 


32. Kai déyew y, © Evaioe, adroy te megi Exvtod moet 
A. OF ‘ a, c , » c ~ / 
not ahdov megt ahhov, wo tavtog taig HOovaig TegmomEvos 
> 
obov arcodmone. nai tovtas ye On traveamaow asi pevedeener 
tooottp uahAov, Bow dy aunlacrorEgds te xai apPeovéctEgos 
Ov tuyyavn nai xadet dn wsylorag tovtas, nai tov év tav- 
tug 6 te pador asi Cove’ evdoupovéotatoy natagrpettau. 
y ~ 
IPQ. Tevta, & Scxgates, tad ovpBaivovra medg tov 
Zi ~ 2 4 > 4 , 
mohhov avdeumuyv sig ddgav diemégavac. 


travrota piv Xpdpara] Zt causes all 
9 ges im pli , and 
changes in posture, and changes in 
breathing, which produce the utmost ex- 
and shouting with delirium. 
Though I have retained amepyatéueva, 
and endeavoured to render it as above, 
it is rather as against Buttmann’s drep- 
yaCopevoy than as believing in the ge- 
nuineness of the word. The singular 
would mean that the excess of the pleasure 
by producing the changes in complexion, 
posture &c., produced the mental de- 
fects; which is no truer than that these 
changes cause them. But the very com- 
bination amepyatéueva anepyaCetar is 
unworthy of even a third-rate writer. 
I say dnepyaterat, for this is the Bod- 
leian reading, and évepya¢etat is merely 
a contrivance, and not a successful 
one, made by the corrector of some 
inferior copy, to avoid the inelegant 
repetition. As to nvesuata, no doubt 
the respiration would be troubled; as 
in the description of Hercules’ madness, 
we read (H. F. 869) diamvods Sov 
seppovltet, tavpes ws é¢ euBodyy. But 
Tvevpata do not admit of sufficient 
variety to be called mavtota. It is not 
unlikely that this addition is due to 
some corrupt dittographia, and that the 
old text ran thus; navtoia pty xed. 
pata, Tavtota 8b oypata, | nacay a 
eehnbev xa Bods pet’ appocuvns amep- 
yaterae. 
&dXov srepl dAdov] One class of MSS. 
has \dov, the other rept &ddov. I 





cf, + 








have combined the two readings. 

mayraracw Gel peraiidxea] The 
word ravtaémaoty is not applicable to 
adel, nor does it seem compatible with 
tosouT® paddov, for while the first de- 
notes thoroughness of pursuit, the other 
graduates the pursuit according to the 
moral condition of the man. As this 
whole speech is about what men say 
and think, what if Plato wrote thus: 
xa Tavtas ye dy) Ravtas paot defy pe- 
Tadidxery Te Mey dow av axoknotétepds 
Tis x. d. OV tuyyavy ? 

74 ovpBalvovra] One Editor approves 
of Ficinus’ translation, omnia que apud 
multos in existimationem veniunt. But 
neither this rendering, nor what I once 
gave, that whitch one meets with from 
the common run of men as to opinion, 
is in keeping with the Greek; for we 
have not EvuBatvovta tots modAoi¢ nor 
EvpBatvovta % TOV Tokay but & mods 
TOV Today. If this is equivalent to 
Tepl ev of moAAot EupBalvovar, the sense 
will not be unsuitable; but I know of 
no such phrase. Perhaps Plato wrote: 
ta oupBalvovta mept tov modhiv adv- 
Sowzwv SdEav. I can offer no better 
rendering of ele Sd&av than, as far as 
belief. In the Euthydemus (305, D) we 
have it in this sense 5 voentieta els 
ddEav olceoSar copiae mépt, “that they 
will carry off the prize of wisdom, as 
Jar as public belief is concerned”. But 
this sense would make men’s agreement 
a mere pretence or « delusion, which 
is not intended. 
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22. Tlegi ye tév HOovdv, & Tewtagye, tav év toig xol- 
voig madipacw avvod tot owiuatog tév enimokig te nai ev- 
tog [xegaodévtwr]. tei dé tov &v Woyh ovate cavartia 
EvuBadherca, Adany # Ewa medg dori nai HOomy medg A- 
my, Wot sig utay auparega xecow iévon, tavc’ Fumeoode 

\ 0 nh ¢ cq , x ~ , ? © » 
bev denddouer, wg fomotay av neveotoe mhnowoews emidvuel, 
nai elailoy mév yaios, xevovuevog 0 adyel, tavra dé tTéceE 

\ > 7 , = x * c ~ 4 ~ 
Mev OUK% EuaEtveduEeda, viv dé héyouer, wo Wyn med¢ ddua D 
diagegouérng év mea tovcag mAjte aunyavorg ovor piéig pia 

# a ~ I 
Avang te xai noovig Evuninter yeyvouern. 

TIP2. Kuvdvveterg dgddcara héyev. | 


> ~ ~ Ded 
2Q. Eu coivey ipiy cav wikewr Marg te nat Hovis 


Lown ice. 


évrds [kepawbévrwy]] As it is not the 
outward and inward parts which are 
mingled, but the pain of one with the 
pleasure of the other, the word xepa- 
otévtwy, which is borrowed from above, 
must be looked upon as a false gloss. 
In the rest of this sentence I have left 
everything as the MSS. present it, not 
because it is all sound, but because the 
remedy will perhaps not appear so 
certain to some as to myself. He says: 
“J have indeed told you all about these 
cases where pleasure and pain are 
mingled in the body; as to those where 
the mind contributes the opposites to 
the body **** those we have formerly 
described; one fact however we did not 
then bear witness to, but we declare 
it now, that, in the innumerable ex- 
amples of mind and body being thus 
opposed, there is always one and the 
same mixture of pleasure and pain.” 
This is true; for, when he mentioned 
this subject before, it was not to point 
out this xpaoc, but to show the nature 
of Desire. But in that part of his 
statement, where I have marked a gap, 
there occurs this phrase: himny Te Cpa 
mpd WBovijy, xa Sovay meds Avrny. 
The wSovy of the mind is ém3vupla; 
and this he has fully described; but 
the inn, which is @éBoc, he has 
never brought forward as co-existing 
with present bodily satisfaction. And 
yet tata pbv SijdSowev looks as if 


he claimed to have done this. Again 
in the same gap, we have dot’ el¢ 
plav dupdtepa xpadaw lévat, but this 
pitts pla is the very thing which he 
declares that he now points out for the 
first time. There remains énétav av 
x. t. &  Stallbaum proposed at one 
time to change oJ into tt¢, while I 
thought that it proved a lacuna, where 
the opposite dnétav rAnpwtat had once 
played its part; but it seems to follow 
from what I have said above that So- 
erates cannot have entered into any such 
detail. I will not conceal the suspicion 
which I have conceived about this very 
corrupt part of the Dialogue. I believe 
that of the words, mept 5& tov ev buyy, 
@®YXH alone has any claims to le- 
gitimacy: that the damaged text was 
restored by a conjecture founded on the 
antithetical [lept ye teiv 1Sovedy x. t. &.: 
but that we may easily find such a 
beginning as will leave undisturbed and 
free from all taint of suspicion both 
puyy .... EvuBodderot and wate... 
idvat, viz. érel 88 kal Puy x. T. &. “Since 
this is the fact, part of this fact has 
been stated, but part we now declare”. 
Instead of dmdtav av xevedtat, I con- 
jecture doris Ov x. 

tupalare yeyvopévn] For Evpitnrer 
yevouevn I have adopted §. yryvoudvn, 
which I formerly advocated without 
knowing that it had been already pro- 
posed by others. 
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JTPQ. Tote; 


TAATONOS PIAHBOS. 


3Q. Oni acdriy vip Woyhy abr} wolhong hopBdverv ovy- 


noaory [&poper]. 


TIPQ. Tig otv 6% tobr? abtd Léyouer; 

32. “Ooyiy nai PoBov vai nddov nai Igivoy xai ~ewra 
nai Crdov nai pFdvoy uci boa toabdta, dg’ ox airig cig 
woyng tideoou tadbtag Avmag td; 


TIP2. *Eywye. 


XQ. Odnorv airag Hooviw peords ebojoomsy aunycvwr ; 


} dedued? brcopuprjoneodar tO 


ca > 3 2 f ta = 
bg t epénne rrolt'poove meg yolhentvat, 
8g te OD yAvatoy péhetog xataderBouévoro, 


48xai tag év TOig Yoervorg nai wdI01g Fdoveg ev Avmaug ovoug 


GVCLE LLY LEVELS ; 


TIPQ. Ov, aad ovtw taira ye nai ovx cdkws av Evp- 


Baivou yuyvoueve. 


32. Kai py nai cdg ye toayinds Jewoijoecg, orav dua 


yateortes xdcwor, uéuvnoo ; 
TIP2. Ti 0 ob; 


IQ. Tip 8 ey taig noppdtars ditSeotw quwr vig Wozig 
dg ood wg For [nav rovrorg] wigeg Adang te nai dori; 


TIo(a] The, Books have Tota, ys; 
to which the answer given is “Hv ov- 
tiy T. Ya. 1. he oyxpace Lpapev. No- 
body beligves in Hola, pyj¢; and some 
have the courage to replace it by [Tolav 
ys; which is at least grammatical. 
But there is no reason for gyj¢ at all, 
and if any one will compare the in- 
stances where we have [é¢ oyjs; Dy 
@ysi and the rest, with the innumerable 
examples of the mere interrogative pro- 
noun or adverb, he will desire a spe- 
cial reason for the departure from the 
ordinary expression; here no such reason 
exists, and the presence of the verb 
may be easily accounted for in another 
way. No exception has been taken to 
Ypapev, and yet it is quite untrue that 
they have said anything as yet on this 
mixture, and Socrates declares as much 
in the foregoing paragraph. But if &a- 
ev is false, can we offer the place to 


oauév? No; for until Protarchus as- 
sents to it, it is no joint assertion. Again 
“Hy is uth; and how can we have 
wiév and Evyxpacty governed both by 
AauBaverw? A single correction (for I 
attribute the interpolation to the false 
reading) removes all these difficulties. 
It is probable that the MS. had yy’ 
autyy, the rubricator having neglected 
to put an initial ®. 

Tdo—8s T penne] Hom. JU. xviii. 108. 
I have omitted the words which all re- 
cent Editors are agreed in considering 
an interpolation, toig Suuoic xal tats 
dpyaic té, standing after épeyxe. 

[kav rovrots]] No tatta have been 
mentioned, but the corrector was un- 
familiar with so common an Atticism 
as ofoSa trv SidSeow wo Cott piétc. 
Nor is év tovt@ at all more intelli- 
gible; there the neuters avté and oxo- 
tewvdtepav, which obviously refer to 
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JIPQ2. Ob new xaravod. 

22. Tlavvenaor yao od 6gdvov, w Tpwragye, [év rover] B 
Evvyosty tO toLvobtoyv Excotote moFO0s. 

TIP2. Otnovy &o y Zornev Byoi. 

32. AcBouer ye wi adc tooovtp wehdov, Bow oxoteEt- 
votegoy gor, ive nol év KAAOLG 6Gov uatapadely tug oldg T 
7 utéuy Adbreng te xai Hdorinc. 

TIP2. Aéyowg ay. 

SQ. Té coe viv Of) Onder Grouc PSdvov ndtega Aiayv 


tive Woyng Ihoes, 7 ms; 


HP. Ovtus. 
SQ. VAMC wy 6 PIovar y ei nenoig Toig THY wélag 
HOduEvos avaparnoetat. ~ 


TIPQ. Xpddoa ye. Cc 


SQ. Kaxor ely &yvora nai tv dn héyouev aBedvégay Evy. 

TTP2. Ti un; 

32. °Ex on totter idé 16 yeholov Hveva pio exer. 

TIPQ. Aéye uovov. 

XQ. ’Eow 61) movygia wév tug tO nepdhouor, Efecs. tevog 
enizdny heyouévyn* vig 0 ad wdong wovngiag éovi tw todvartioy 
madog éyov 2 td heyouevoy tnd tav év Aehpois yooupatur. 

TIP2. To Trd9t cavedy héyetg, © Seugares; 

XQ. "Eywye. vodvartioy way éxeivy Opdov Ou TO pydaus D 


~ wn w 
yeyvooney ccotov [Aeyouevov td tov yedupoatog| ay etn. 


HPQ. Ti uy; 
32. 
ITPQ. 


mas, were supposed to refer to some 
example or instance. 

"Kort 8 ovnpia] The genitive 
eEeus ttvog does not depend on movy- 
pla, but upon énxixdyy. There is a 
certain novnpla in general, called after 
name of a particular habit; that is, 
called so from tmovnpds, which denotes 
a@ particular habit. I have added tr 
after dott. A subject to @yov is indis- 
pensable. 

[Acyspevov td 1. y.]] It is better to 
bracket these words, as Beck recom- 


Q Tledcagye, neg 07 adtd covro vouyh vépverr. 
IT gig; ob yee pi) dvvardg @. 


mended, than to think Plato capable of 
such a frigid joke, as Stallbaum, with 
some violence to the language, has ex- 
tracted from them. 

Iq as;] Here is an instance of 
what was mentioned above. Had So- 
crates said not metped téyvewv, but té- 
ay the answer would have been 


y- BA 8. 3] ov ph 3 is supported 
by ae Rep. 841, c. ot px} olds te 
ns and by Xen. Fiero xr fin. ou py 
Svvwvtat. The passage, ov py—POLev 
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XQ. Aéyeg dn deiv éué corto dtedéoFou te viv. 

TIPQ. Aéyw, nai déopai ye nedg tH héyeLv. 

XQ. *AQ’ ody ob td ayrootytav abrodg nave tei’ aveyan 
vovto to madog maéoyew Exaotor; 


IPQ. Iles; 


XQ. [Iedtov wey xara yonnara, dokaley iver whovowi- 
E tegor 3) xata tiv abtay ovoiav. 

IIPQ. Todhoi yotr sioi v6 tovovtov m&Sog eyovtes. 

22, Mheiovg dé ye, of petCovg nai xaddiovg avtovg do- 
Edlovor, nai meévra, boa nota TO Ode, Elvan dLapegdrtmg tig 


otorg advtoig adndetas. 
TPQ. Tew ye. 


XQ. Told dé rheiovotl ye, olwcu, megi TO Teitoy Eldog +O 
tv éy taig Wryals dunuaeryxaow, aoeriy dokalortes Bedtious 


.q . ¥ a wy 

Eavtovc, ovx brtEs. 
IIPQ. Spodea ev ovr. 
XQ. Tév egeriv 8 ag 


ov cogiag [méor] tO mhiptog 


TavEws arcexouervov pEotov eidwy xai dosooopiag éort [ywev- 


dows]; 
TIPQ. Tdg 8 ov; 


32. Keaxov sv dn nav by wg 16 tovovtoy einav ogdac 


Ww w t 
ay elmoe ads. 


IPQ. Xpddea ye. 


IQ. Toito coivvy zu diagetéor, w Towtaeye, diza, & 


in Rep. 486, D, has been changed on 
the best MS. authority. I should doubt 
of the rest, but that they all refer to 
being able. 

Toverdrepot] The MSS. have movu- 
cuustEpoy, which is indefensible.’ The 
construction of So0&¢ferv may be with 
elvat, in which case the subject of a 
reflexive sentence follows in the nomi- 
native, or it may govern a direct accu- 
sative, as in the next sentences. 

kal mdvra] And who, as to all things 
pertaining to the body, conceive themselves 
to be far above what they really are. 
Literally, ‘to be all things which per- 
tain to the body in a degree beyond the 
reality which belongs to them.’ The 


neuter navta is put for masculine ad- 
jectives understood. See for examples 
my Prefatio ad Ionem p. xvu. 

7d tev] The Books have tovtwv, 
which is utterly superfluous; nor could 
év tats Wuyais follow té eiSo¢ without 
a repetition of the article. 

dvrexcpevov] One Editor says: Intel- 
ligendum relinguitur ovti¢ 1 -myself 
was driven to a conjecture: dytiteyvov 
dv, but fortunately I admitted it to be too 
audacious. These are the shifts to which’ 
we are driven by the dunce who in- 
serted mép:. I have no faith in Wev- 
Sots, for who ever heard of S8oEoc0pla 
abyss? 
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wéldouev tov moudinov idortes pddvov etonoy idoryg xai At- 
ag OWeodar ptéry. 

JIPQ. Tg otv vénvouer diya héyerc; 

3Q. Tldvteg ordo0r tadbcyy civ Wevdh dd&er regi écuray B 
avontws dokalovor, xadeneg andvrwy avigunwr, nai tovtwv 
avaynodtaroy Exeodor toig wev bwuny adbtov xai dbyaur, 
coig dé, olmc, Tovvertior. 

IPQ. “Aveynyn. 

2Q, Taitryn coiny diele, nai door mév advo siol pew 
aodsvelag tovovtor nai advvaror xatoyehduevor tiumeeio dca, 
yehotovg tovrovg pdonwr elven cady Ih poéyker* cobs dé dvva- 
Tos Tepwgetadae PoRegove xai ioxveods [nai] éyIeovg moocayo- 
evwr dodoratoy rovtwy cat Adyov axoddoas. &yvora yao C 
i uév tov ioxyveav éyIod te nai aioxod’ BlaBega yae nai toig 
méhag avty te nai boon eindves adtig eioiv’ ) O° aoderig iyiv 
toy cov yehoiwy etdnye tagey te nai pro. 

TIP2. "Oodédrata déyerg. chia yag tev Hdovdy xai hv- 
ov mikig év tovtorg bmw jor xataqarys. 

XQ. Ti coivey cov pddvov haBé dvvopuy mewtor. 

JIP2. Aéye povoy. 

3Q. Ainn wg adixdg éoti mov nai Hdorn ; D 

JIP2. Totto ev aveyun. 

32. Otnoby éni wer coig tov &yIeay xonoig odt” EdLxov 
ovte PIovEegoy zotL TO yaigey; 

TP2. Ti uy; 

3Q2. Te dé ye tov pidwr dodrtag sou rE xaxc br dv- 
metodo, yotoey O&, ao ovn GOLK6Y eotLY; 

TIPQ. Tie 8° 08; 

32. Ovnory vi eyvorow etzoper Ore xandy meow; 

TIPQ. “Oda. 

32. Thy oty tév pilwy dokocopiay nai dofoxchiay nai 


iexupods [kof] éx@pots] I have re- sentence would have been a’ o¥ @at¢ov 
moved the conjunction, which made yedrotov elvar xal xaxdv; But instead 
utter nonsense of the passage, and drove of finishing the question, he breaks it 
me to follow Schiitz’s conjecture ai- into two, 7} wy popev—; and Kaxdv 
-aypovs. The strong become strong 8 ovy cporoyouwev—; I have put tov 
enemies, the weak objects of laughter.- gf{Awy in brackets. No addition was 
Tiv ov] The completion of the ever more perverse. 
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E Goa viv dx dupdSouer, &v torcoi Aéyovteg elder yiyvecdau, ye- 
hola per 6x00 coder, ponte 0° dda” éeqwuéva— mn 
paper Ome eizcov ort, viv [civ pidwy] Ekvv coveyy dvav en 
aig tiv GBlapin coig &Ahowg, yehoiay sive; 

TIP2. Ter ye. 

32. Kandy 0 ovy bpohoyotper adtyy, eyvovey ovoar, 
Elvan; 

IPQ. Xpodoe ye. 

XQ. Xaioouer dD 7} dvmotpede, Grav én? covey yelper; 

50 JIPQ2. Ahoy bw yxaigouer. 

32. ‘Hdoviy 0 éni toig tev gihwy xonots, od pddvor 
épapev eivor tov [covto] ameoyaldmevor ; 

IIPQ. “Aveyrn. 

XQ. Tediveag Ke’ Huds éni voig tay pihwy yehoiorg gny- 
aiy 6 hoyog, xegavviveas Hoovny PIovwy, Adacy tiv HOovny Evy- 
negavviven’ tov yao pIdvov wmodoynoFoe himyy tig wwoxis 
quiy mélow, to 68 yehav HOovay, cua yiyveodor dé tovtw év 
tovtorg toig yYodvors. 

TIPQ. 2Adnd. 

Bo SQ. Myvier 01) viv 6 Adyos quiv av Iorvoug te nai [ey 
Toaypdtouc,| ut toig Seducor uovoy adda th tod Biov Evu- 
aon toaymole xal xopwdig, Admag Hdovais &ua xeoavyvadat, 
nai év &dowg 07) uveiors. 

TIPQ. ~Adivatoy pi; Guoloyely taita, @ Souearec, et not 
Tig prdovernot avy 90g Tavavtic. 

SQ. “Ooyiy uty nai nddov nai Fonvov xai poBov xai 
Zowta nai Cihov nai pIdvoy moovdéueda xai b2d0e toravta, 

C ay og %paper shonoey piyviueva ta viv mwodkdnc Leydueve. 
i} yet; 

IPQ. Nat. 


tTotrw] pIdvov xal yekdta. The MSS. seen, in the eyes of these men a gap 
have tovto. was a place for the exercise of their 

[& tpaywSlats]] This could not occur healing powers. éy Spyjvorg te xal ev 
without a corresponding mention of tpaywdlats, has one preposition too 
comedy ; but the words are an idle ad- many. 
dition. The unusual break after 2y  év ols Upapev ebpforev] epapey is my 
Sorjvorg te xal made some grammarian correction of the MS. reading apr. 
think there was a gap, and, as we have The reference is to 46, E. 
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22. Martavouer ody bre 
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Sonvov méor nai pIovov xt 


) ~ ~ 

ooyiig move’ éori td viv On dvamegavdérta; 
TIPQ. Tldg yee 0b wordcvoper; 
22. Ovnory molded eu tad hone; 


ITPQ. Koi wavy ye. 


22. Me on ti wdhoY trolauBaverg us dsigai cow civ 
éy th nmupole uisiv; ag ov mlotews yoou Ste tiv y° év cols 
Poporg xoi wor nai coig GAdowg bgdcov ugdowv éenideigcu; D 


AaBovea 6& tovto maga cavtd 


3 ~ , i > 9) ~ 
[apetvae we] eennete br sxeive 


idvca dsiv unndvery tovg Adyoug, GAd? Grhdg haBeiv rovro, 


a ~ ~ 
Ott Kal OGpa ever Woxiig nal 


wuyn evev owwatog nai xoLvi, 


per’ GAAnhov ev toig madnucor meordk eore ovynexgoméerns 
HOoviig Avroug; viv ovv Aéye, moteoa aging we } éoug roLT- 


ta > ‘ A i 
O&lg VUATASG; ElmWY O& OuLxod 


oluat cov tevseodou pedetvet 


fe" TovtMY yaQ advtwr averoy éednow oor Adyor dodveu, ta E 
~ ? ‘ 4 
viv 0° emi ta hound Bovhouou ovédderdcu meds thy xoloLy Hy 


WilnBog énevecrer. 


JIPQ. Koldg eimeg, & Sdupares' GAN boa dowd tly 


OréSehFe Orn ou qihov. 


2Q. Kare iow coirvy peta tag yuydeioag Hdorves bn 
dn tivog avayung éni tag auixtovs mogevolued Av ev Ti) méoel. 


TPQ. Keliot eisec. 


32. *Eyo dF neecoopcu metahaBay onuativey buly adres. 


AaBdvra 8%] When I affirmed that 
haBdvta cepetvar could not depend on 
nlatews yaptv, I was so little aware of 
the extent to which the text had been 
choked with foolish comments that 
sooner than suspect doeivat, I threw 
the construction upon ap ovy Umodap- 
Pavers Sei, confessing that Sciv was 
out of its place, but pleading that there 
was no other possible way of account- 
ing for these infinitives. But when we 
remove agetvar we, everything is right: 
what Socrates has said is a pledge, that 
it would be easy to say more, and a proof 
that having given this earnest he need 
not prolong the conversation by pro- 
ceeding to the consideration of the other 
passions. dgetval pe pynxéte Setv wy- 
xuvety is a strange combination to ex- 


press dgeival we tod wnxvverv; for while 
it is longer than the other, it is really 
more elliptical. 

péras toujoeas vinras] Will you 
make it midnight? The plural is used 
in speaking of the progress of the night, 
as Mépow TOV vuxTay. Symp. 217, D; 
Prot. 310, p; Arist..Nub. 1. péoag vix- 
tag yeveotor, Rep. 621, B. 

perakaBdv] Only a few inferior co- 
pies have this reading in place of us- 
taBarsdv. But they have blundered on 
the truth. Socrates does not change 
but takes in exchange. Stallbaum has 
confounded these two senses in his 
note on 21, p. quoting passages from 
the Purmenides and the Symposiun 
where petaBoddv is correctly given. 
There is a passage in the Laws which 
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_ ~ ~ ‘ € bed P) 
toig yao pacxovor umd elven mavhay maoag tag Ndovas ov 
x U ~ 
nave mg mwettouae, add’, O7céQ Eloy, pagrvor xataxompat 
Pla ? > ~ a . 
mQ0g TO tivaAg Tovag Elvae Doxotoag, ovoag 0 ovdapcS, nat 
3 > 
psyches érépag tives cya nai wohdds partracdeioas, [eivae d 
~ > ? 
cebtac] ouprepreuévag Guov Amorg TE “ai avaravoeaty Odv- 
~ ~ bd > , 
YOY TOV [LEYLOTWY 7LEQL TE OWmaTOg xa WeyNs azogias. 
» 5 c , 
IIPQ. “Alndsig © ad tivas, w Soxgares, brodapBavwv 
6eIac tig dtavooit” ar; 
Vv Thy Hi \ ‘ 4 , ‘ ay x 
32. Tas meoi ve ve noha heyoueve Yowmato, noe EQL TE 
~ ~ ~~ , 
oxnuata, rai TOY GoueY tag mAelotas, Kai Tag TOY Pdoyyur, 
> 
nal Boa tag evdelas avouadHjroug eyovta nai ahimovg tag mhy- 
owoas aiadntas xai OEelag xadagas Aundy megadidworr. 
~ - ’ 
TIP. dg 67 tair’, & Swnpares, ad Aéyomey ovtws; 
, ss “oN 
XQ. Mevy pév [or] orn evIvdg Onda sou a héyw, me- 
- > 
eatéov pny dnhovy. oynuatwr te yde xchdog ovy Oneg ay 
c 4 « \ = ~ ¥ Ww at w 
broldBotey ot rohhot mevgmuoe viv Aéyetv, 4 Cowr 1 tivwr 
4 ? > > ‘ , ‘ c , ‘ 7 
Cwyoagnuatwy, add evdv ve Aéyw, pnoiv 0 hoyog, “al mEgt- 
pees nai and tovtwy Of Td te Tog TéeraLg yeyvomev”’ erci- 


contains both words, and will shew  IIdvv pv [ovv]] Nothing can be more 
the distinction between the two. It out of place here than this frequent 
is here given as, in my opinion, it formula. Socrates is not correcting, 
ought to be read. Laws, 904, D. weitw but conceding; and in this sense jétv 
8 Hon uy xaxias i] doeti¢ Otavguovy cannot be employed. But it may 
petaBady Std tiv avtijs BovAnaly tebe said that uwtv belongs to the sentence, 
xal outhtav yevoudvny loyvpay, ométav and is in apodosis to a suppressed 8 
piv apeTy Seig mooopitaon ytyvytat contained in wry, while ovy characterises 
Stapepdvtws toraityn, Stapdoovta xat the answer, so that the combination of 
peréXaBe ténov, aylav 683v petaxout- the two words here is purely accidental. 
oSetoa [ele cuelve twa tomov Etepov]. I have no doubt that this is the true 
Compare what has preceded: peynya- explanation of uv, but the particle 
vntat Si} meoc may TovUTO Td mofdv te after it in this case would most certain- 
ytyvopevoy del molav ESpav Set pera- ly be youv. We must either restore 
AapBavov cixiCeotar, xal thas moté this—but yovv ovx generally becomes 
TOTOUS. odxovy —ye, or suppose ovv itself to be 
[dva. §’ atrds]] These words inter- owing to the frequent combination of 
rupt the continuity of the description; ytv and ovv. Tldévy belongs more es- 
TOMaAg Pavtacreloag appearing in many pecially to SHAa. 
shapes, why?—oupmepupyevac—because td re Tots Tépvois] As Hesychius 
they are adulterated with pains and defines the tépvo¢ as a carpenter's in- 
reliefs &c. strument by which circular figures are 
HScdlas Kaapds Avid] The two last described, éninedSa cannot be trianguli 
words neither require a conjunction to or quadrata (Stallb.). The order fol- 
precede them, nor is there the least lowed is an inverted one; the products 
ground of suspicion against them; they of rules and compasses correspond to 
are added as descriptive of the manner the ev90 cyfjua, and those of the t3p- 
in which the mdnowoets are Wdetat. vog to the meprpepds. ; 
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ol 


mee TE UML OLEQER “OL TA TOIg nadOL “al ywricug, eb [LOD 
oa. : \ > 3 , . , , 

favsavers. tavta ya@ ov‘z Elvee meO0G TL ucda héyw, xadomEQ 
a > 2 > 

Ghda, Gad’ asi uadd xed abtad meqpnévou need tuvag Hdoves D 

pr ~ ~ ~ & 

oinelag yey, ovdev Taig taY uvpoEwY meoapEgeig’ xai Yow- 
pata 07) tovvov voy timov eyovca [xahed nai doves]. cad 


x ~ 
aoa uwavdcvouer, 1) 710; 


TIPQ. Tetgduot pév, & Scugaress mergadnte dé nai od 


oupéategoy Ft Aéyerr. 


22. Aéyw On vag tov pIdoyywy *** cag etag nal haw- 


meas, tag Ey te xadaody ieioag uéhos, ov med¢ Eregoy xadac 
tad een g? cs 3 \ , , © x 
alk avtrasg nad’ airag eivar, xai tovtwr Evuitovg jdovrdc 
Excomévac. 

ITPQ. °Eovi yag oiv xci tovro. 

22. To 68 megi tag douds Frcoy wey tovtwr Ssiov yévog E 
HOovav’ 16 6& ur ovumepixdcu év advraig avayzaiovg Mag, 
ual Orn TovtO xai év Orw TuyydvEr yeyovds Tuly, codt exet- 
vog tinue avtioteogoy dav. GAA’, si xatavosic, cadre etdn 
dto déyouey Hdoven. 

TP2. Katavow. 

22. Ete 0% coivvy tovtoig me0cIGuev tag megi Te jwo- 52 
Iruaca hdovds, si Hoa doxovor huiv abtar metvag mév py 
Pla ~ U AY BY uy , 2 / 2 
Exely Tov povdavery pwnoé Oia uaInuctoy meivyy chynddvag && 


Goxns yevouevac. 


HPQ. (AAV ovtw Evvdoxsi. 
32. Ti dé; podnuctwv ninowSeiow éav toregov amo- 
Bohai dua cig AnIng yiyyvwvta, xadoogs tivag év adtois ad- 


ymddvac ; 


TTPQ. Ob we poe ye, adv ev trot hoytopoig Tod sa9}- 
fotos, Bray tig orEgndeig hum dy dud why yostay. 


kvfcewv) This is Van Heusde’s cor- 
rection for xtvijoewy; the same scholar 
also changed xtvyoet to xviyoet in the 
passage above. It is strange that the 
Zurich editors should not have adopted 
these corrections. 

$8éyyov] The feminine noun which 
denotes the description of sounds, and 
which has dropped out here, as is evi- 
dent from the repetition of the article, 
is perhaps lSéa¢. Some propose pw- 


vay in place of @3dyywv, but leave the 
second ta¢ to shift for itself. It is 
more likely that Plato would use p3dy- 
yov, as he had done so before, and as 
it is more comprehensive than wvav. 

Aéyopev] For this all MSS. and Edi- 
tions have \eyouevwv; but Plato would 
not speak of the veal pleasures as things 
called pleasures. 

Aoyiorpots tr. w.] The genitive does 
not express concerning, but doylCovta 
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XQ. Kai wir, d pwoucore, viv y qusig aire va vig pv- 
Geng jdvoy maInuora yogic tov hoyouod draregaivouey. 
TIPQ. °Aln di colvev héyerg, Bre yooig Mang hiv Andy 
ylyverou Excotot éy tolg wadnucoty. 
32. Tavcag colvvy tag tov podnuctwr Tdoves autetovg 
ve elven Avmoug bnréov nai ovdapds ta mohdGy SrNeos 
alle vav opddga olive 


TIP2. Ids yee ov éyréov; 
C 32. Odvnodiry Ore wergivg dn dvaxenoipeda yweig tag TE 


natagacs Govas nai tag axeddv auadderors d9dds av Leydet- 
Gas, mQe0ddHpEY TH hoy TAS WéeY HOTA TO Meyer “HAL TO OEPO- 
deov attav xai mohddnig nai dluydusg yryvomévag voLvedtas, 
~ ~ 2 , > 9 , , \ ~ , , 
THs tov arelgov t éxelvov nai Nrtov nai uaAhov dia te GW- 
D warog xai Woyis peoomévov elvou yévorg, tag J& uy taV éu- 


Létowr. 


% 
TIPQ. Ogdorara déyeg, © Sdxoares. 
~ P) ~ 
XQ. VE ctolvvy moog tovtorg were tadva tod avte@v dia- 


SEatéor. 
HP2. To xoior; 
32. 


<é na3ypa is what they do; so that 
the phrase should be rendered “in the 
account they take of the accident”. 


Oixotdv] I should have bracketed but 
left in the text the interpolations, by 
which this passage has been so long 
rendered unintelligible, but that there 
were other corrections needed, so that 
it would only have created confusion 
to put the new and the old together. 
TMpooSauev TH Ady~ is surely not dif- 
ficult to understand. Socrates wishes to 
add one more remark to this part of 
his subject. But some one who took no 
notice of tH Ady must needs have it 
that some quality is to be added to some 
kind; so he inserts after ta ASye | the 
sentence Taig py apodpaic HSovate ope- 
tolav, tats dé wy tovvavtloy gunetolay. 
But the Adyos is intent not merely on 
giving the names but on dividing into 
the several classes of T& dmeton and td 
Zupetpa, and does not even use the 
greatness and the intensity as proofs, 


Ti rote yon paver moedg alipSeav eivai tO xadagdr 


but says that all such as vary in their 
greatness and intensity belong to the 
&etpov which itself pervades mind and 
matter, now less and now more. I will 
now mention the other changes I have 
made, tac. pbv—tde Bev, wal 1 To 
Rated 16, spodedv a3 — opodo3v au ie. 
autéy, dmelpov ye—cmetpov re, (the 
Bodleian has te Yo [mpocsapev av- 
taic] after pepopevau, Tais—tas, the 
last with MS. authority. 

Siadearéov] This is Van Heusde’s 
emendation for Sta3etéov; it had been 
anticipated by the Venice MS. %, a 
copy full of conjectural variations. 

awpds GAnPaav] “ie. in relation to 
truth. As this is the constant and only 
admissible meaning of these words, 7 
before eldtxptvéc can only be retained on 
condition of our changing T( note into 
Tt tedtepav. Otherwise, we must change 
7] itself into xo{. The remainder of the 
sentence is faulty as to the arrangement 
of the conjunctions and articles. I would 
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TE “OL etdexgivés nai t6 opddea te [xai tO] modd xat [00] 


uéya, “ati mQdg tO Sh 


TIP2. Ti mov tea, w Swxeatec, zowras bisichissees 


22. 
wai errotnuns, &b tO ev GO 


Mydéy, & Toedragye, 


2 - ms c ~ 

ércthetney ehéyyov Ndovig vEé 

> ~ € a Q , 2 
avt@y éxatéoov xaJaody gow, E 


> > 1 ~ 
tO 0 ov xadagdr, iva nadagdry Exdregov iby eis thy upcory 
&uot xed Ooi nai Evvenaoe voiode bw magéyn tiv xolow. 


IPQ. "Ogdécare. 


FQ. “Te OF, EQ nevewy, boa xadaged yévn kéyouer, obtwot 
diavonIapev" meoedouevor mewmtoy adtayv Ev te dvacxom@per. 53 
IIPQ. Ti oby nooehdueda; 


a2. 
yévos. 


TIP2. Tew wév ovr. 


To hevaov ev toig mowrorv, et Bovde, Iecowpeda 


~ 3 hy ~ ~ 
XQ. dg ovv ay hevaod noi tig xodaoorng hutv etn; 16- 
tega tO uéytatéy ve vai shelotoy 1) tO axoatéotatoy, ey 
yowpotog undeuta woiga GAdov uundevdg évein; 


read TO oMdSpa MOAV Te xal peya, xat 
tO ixavev. Which must we consider as 
the first in relation to Truth? The pure 
and. the unmixed? or the exceedingly 
numerous or great, and the sufficient ? 
According to this arrangement, each 
member of the comparison will consist 
of two parts, for mokv 7 wéya or medd 
xal péya are merely explanatory ad- 
juncts of opédea; compare below pé- 
yeotdv te xal mAetotov.” I leave this 
note as I wrote it many years ago. 
There is very little in it that I would 
wish to modify, except as to ixavov. 
On reference to the Introduction it will 
be seen that ETpOV which is just dis- 
posed of, and diyteta and KéAXos are 
those Ideas which play a most im- 
portant part in the concluding pages 
of the Dialogue. It will also be seen 
in the very next page that addy réota- 
tov and Kddduorov, KdAdov xa ahy- 
SéoteEpov, dAnseatépa xa) KadAlov are 
dwelt on together in the conclusion of 
the argument here started. Now what 
was to be proved, must have been pro- 
pounded; and it cannot have been pro- 
pounded elsewhere. For this reason I 
have written xa medc TO xaddv. 


ard piv dp airav] Not whether but 
#, as is plain from the addition of Koa. 
Uf it should prove that one part of either 
is pure, and another impure. 

tva kaSapdv] This depends upon yx- 
Sty érthetrewv. Socrates wants to find 
all the pure kinds so far as he is able, 
because in these alone can the compa- 
rative merits of y5ovx] and vols be de- 
termined. I believe the MS. elg tiv xpi- 
ow to be a corruption, for it is unneces- 
sary, and occasions an inelegant repe- 
tition. As the xolarg was to be, ‘Which 
ingredient was of most importance in 
the mixture,’ and this must be deter- 
mined by mixing the purest specimens 
of each, I have so little doubt that ef¢ 
THY xodow is the true reading that [ 
have now admitted it into the Text. 

dxparéoraroy] The ancient gram- 
marians inform us that this is the su- 
perlative of dxpatos, an usage which 
to our ears destroys all distinction 
between the superlative of this word 
and that of dxpatyj¢. I distrust them, 
but make no change. 

dddou prdevds éveln] I have changed 
chan into &Adov, which is absolutely ne- 
cessary for the sense. We must not 
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TTPQ. Agdov btu 16 cheat’ etlingrvés Ov. 
XQ. 7OedGc. GQ’ otv od Todt alnSéoraroy, G Tgcragye, 
noi da On xdhkoroy tay Levncv revtav Ijoouev, add’ ov 
B 6 mdsiotoy ovdé tO péytotor; 
. TIPQ. "Oeddcare ye. 

XQ. Surnzgedy tea nadagdy hevndv pepieyyévov mohdov dev- 
nod hevadtegoy cre xed udAALoY xa ahnIéotegov ey Paper 
yiyveodou, mavedrao sooipev d9Ids. 

ITPQ. ?Ogddcaca wey ovv. 

XQ. Ti obv; ov On mov molhey denodpEeda moagaderyc- 
cov toovtav emi cov tig doris méee Adyov, GAN coxnet voety 
huiry avtdder, ws toa nai Etumaca Hdov opened peyadyg nai 

C ddiyn moddtg xataoa Avmng Fdlwv nai adyFeoréga nai xch- 
Mov ylyvow ty. 

TIPQ. Xepddea. wév ody, nai td ye wagdderyw’ Maver. 

XQ. Ti dé to tordvde; dea megi Hdovig ote axunudaper 
wg ae yévecig gory, ovoia dD ovx Fort 16 wagémav Hdovijg; 
xouwol yao on tives ab covtov tov Adyor émuizergovor mnvderv 


hiv, otg det ycouv eyerv. 
IPQ. Ti dn; 


~ ~ ~ +7 
32. Aansgavoipet oor tov obtd éeravequtav, w ITgd- 


caoye pire. 


TIP2. Aéye nai égdta pdvor. 
XQ. “Eordy by tive dvo, tO wey adto za¥ attd, 16 0 


cel aquéusvoy GAdov. 


suppose that av is omitted before éveln: 
it would be as contrary to Greek usage 
to employ it after a descriptive relative, 
as after ef with the optative. 

Kalapa Adanys] If it be unmixed with 
pain, which of course supposes that the 
other is not. 7dlwv is in fact &dnQe- 
otépa, but it is added because of dev- 
xOTENOY. 

Koppol yap 8% ries] Trendelenburg 
understands this of Aristippus, who, 
according to Diogenes Laertius, ii. 87, 
taught that all pleasure was in xlvnats. 
But the school of Heraclitus and of 
Protagoras must have held the same 
doctrine. These could fot, indeed, have 


formally denied ovcia to pleasure, for 
that would have implied their conces- 
sion of it to other things; but pleasure 
itself would probably be one of the ex- 
amples by which they supported their 
argument. 

T¢ 84;] Protarchus’ answer is not 
germane to the question doa ovx dxy- 
xodpev. Probably the words belong not 
to Protarchus but to Socrates, who stops 
himself and says—tt 8; Stanepdvence 
x. 1. & To which Protarchus answers 
not by an ungracious A¢ys, but by *Q 
olre, Adye x. t. & This will rid us of 
the absurd collocation, o} Dpstapys 
ole. 
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TTP2. Ms rovtw zai tive héyeng ; 


22. Td mév oeurvdracor 
Pnelvor. 


del mepunds, t6 0° #ddumég 


TIPQ. 48 i oopéoregor. 
32. Teadincd mov xale nai dyadd teSewginapey Gua nai 


sgaotag avdgetoug abray. 
JIPQ. Xpodec ye. 


SQ. Tovtog toivey goumdra dvotv ovo. b8 eAAa Cijret 


N , o t z 
nara maven boo Aéyouev Elva. 

ITP2. To ceitoy & ea, 
5 a héyecc. 


léye Gapéotegoy, & Swxoares, 


2 x 
22. Ovdév te momihov, & Wedtagyes cdl 6 hoyog ége- 
oxynlet vv, Aéyer O Ste tO pév Evena tov tay ovtwy zor 


2 tr 
aet, tO O° ob xdeLY ExcotoTE 
ylyvetau. 


TO Tivos Evexa yeyvouevoy aet 


TIP2. Moyg iuadov dud 16 rokhdnig hey Sven. 
SQ. Taya 0 tous, & mai, wahhov padnodueda moe 


Jdvtog tov Aoyov. 
JIP2. Ti yde ov; 


32. Avo dn tad” Evega AaBouer. 


IITPQ. Tlie; 


’ ay 
22, “Ey wév te yévecty navtwr, tiv 0 ovolav Eregor fv. 
TIP2. Av arodézouai cov tadta, ovoiay nai yéveor. 
22. “Ogddtara. modtegov obv tote Evexa morégov, tHy 
~ 7 
yéveoty ovotag Evexa paper 7) ti otoiay Eivae yevéoews Evexa; 
~ a , > ’ , a 

IIPQ. Tovto, 0 meocayogevetae ovoia, Et yevéoswg Even 


~ > wv a BY) , ~ 9,/ 
TOUT EOTLY O7TEQ EOTL, VLY TCUVII VEL § 


Td rplrov ér épa] The Books have 
doa Adyousy clvar td tTolrov Erdow, out 
of which some have endeavoured to 
extract a miserable metaphysical joke. 
Protarchus had already asked twice 
for Socrates’ meaning,—I]d¢ tovtw xat 
vive Adyers; and again Ady’ lt aaeé- 
otepov. For doa déyouev etvat, com- 
pare above 16, C., tov eyoucvey el- 
vat. The correction proposed by Hir- 
schig in the Paris edition was made 
after I had communicated mine to him. 
I suppose that by this time he is con- 
vineed that Protarchus is for the third 


time telling Socrates to speak more 
plainly. It is true that he has only 
used A¢ye capéotepov once before. 

épeoxmAci] The quotation from Par- 
thenius in the Htym. Mag. referred to 
by Pierson on Meris in v. Zocoyedei, 
is apparently decisive as to the ortho- 
graphy of this word. If Pierson had 
known that the oldest MSS. of Plato 
have the 7, he would have pronounced 
with greater certainty in its favour. 
*Epecyedet seems to have been a later 
form. 
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B  JIPQ. Tess Sedv, ag’ [ev] exaveqwtag pe tordvde tt; 
hey’, © Tpcdragyé, mot, movega mhoiwy vevanylay Evena —pns 

~ ; ~ > 
yiyveodou madhov 7) mhoia Evena vovmnyiag; rai mavF? Ondoa 


toatt éori; 


32. Aéyw torvw odbtd, & Tpdragye. 
z ~ t 
ITP2. Ti oiv ovx adbtog amexgivw oavt@, @ Sdueares; 


32. 
TPQ. Tew pév ovr. 


Ovdev 6 te ov* Od évtoL TOD Adyou GLmpérExE. 


XQ. Oni di yevréoews pwév Ever Poomona te nai meve’ 

yw id ‘ ~ ca t ~ Cc t ‘ ia 

C boyava nai néioav thyy magatideoIou maow, excotny O& yé- 

veo GAAny cAdng ovolag tivdg Excorns Evena yiyveodou, Edp- 
maoay dé yéveoty ovalag Evexa yiyveoDar Evumdons. 


TIP2Q. 


yy , \ x 
DaPEGTATA [EV OvY. 


SQ. Ovnory fom ye, etneg yéveoig eory, Evend tivog 


3 , ? 3 t ped > mw 
ovoiag & avayung yiyvoiw ay. 


HP2. 
22. 


Ti wy; 


omit \ Te , ¢ , , DIN, , 
To ye len OU EVELA TO EVEXA TOV YLYVOLLEVOY QéL yt- 


yretc, &v Ti tov ayadov moleg éxetvd gore’ tO dé tivdg Evexa 
Pla > » ~ 
yiyvomevoyv sig GAATY, & GoLotE, wotgay Fetéor. 


D TWP2. “Avoynoudtaror. 


XQ. 2AM odv jdown y sizeg yéveoig éorr, sig HAAnY 7} 
Thy tod ayaFod wotgay abriy tidértEeg O9IMS Moouer. 


TPQ. 


TIpds Gedy] The MSS. and Edd. have 
TIpw. Lpds Sedv, ap” av Eravepatas 
we; Do. Torsvd_ Te héyo, @ } Hpwstap é 
wot,——ToLasT” éott, A€yw totr’ aut, 
w IIpdtapye. It is strange that Bek- 
ker’s note, ‘totdv8e——-hee eidem dant 
SEH,’ has never led any one to the 
right distribution of this passage. dy 
before énavepwtd¢ has led to all manner 
of conjectural emendations, but I be- 
lieve it to have arisen from a negligent 
repetition of ap. The absurdity of So- 
erates calling the same thing totévde tt 
and tout avutd, seems not to have 
struck the Editors. 


ylyverat] Commonly ytlyvor’ ay, 


3 
"Oeddrara pév ovr. 
v > ~ ca > , - 3 , ~ , 
XQ. Ovxodv, bree doyxduevog elev tovtov tov Adyov, 


tw 


which is barbarous. Had éxe to dy ety 
followed, ylyvotto without dv would 
have been correct; but with gott we 
must have either gel yiyvetat or del av 
yiyynta, and even the latter would be 
in much better accordance with some- 
thing more remote than éoti, such as 
Fora or dvayxn, civat. 

"AAN ovv—ye] Here again the MSS. 
have the absurd reading "Ap’ ovv. The 
conclusion follows so necessarily from 
that which has been said, that it would 
be quite out of place to make it the 
subject of a question; the presence of 
ye shows not only the corruption, but 
the sure method of correcting it. 
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tnreocrte cig Hdovig méoe tO yéveowy wey, ovoiay dé yd Hr- 
zivoby obtng elvor, yoou eyerv det. OiAOV yao Bre obtOg TaY 
gacxdrtwy Hooviy aycdov eivou nacayead. 

TIPQ. pode ye. 

32. Kai wiv 6 advtog obtog excorote vai tov ev taicE 
yevéoeolv arcotedounévoy xatayehaoetc. 

ITPQ. Ildg 67) noi molwr déyeg; 

3Q. Tov Boor sopevor } melyny } diay h te toy tol- 
ovtar, bow yévectg eErarcu, yaioovor did ti yéveow kre Hdo- 
ving otong attic, xal aor Ci odx ey déaodeu qr) duparrés 
re nel mweveorrEec, nol TaAAG, & Tig AY ELmoL, maYTe TA E0- 
juevee TOIg ToLovtOLG maiUcOL, [LT TAOXOVTES. 

IIPQ. Eoixaoe voor. 

XQ. Ovnodiy ch ylyvecIat ye covvartior &savtec v6 pFet- 
ocodar paiuer ey. 

TIPQ2. *“Avaynaior. 

32. Ti of pdoodv nai yéveoy aigoit’? &y tg tots 
aigovusvos, Ghd? ov tov teirov éxeivoy Biov, tov &v @ yuytE 
qoigey wire Aumeiodo, poovely 0 ty dvvatdy wg oldy te xa- 
Iaowrere. 

TIPQ. Modan wig, wg eornev, & Sdugares, ahoyia Fou- 
Batver yiyvecdou, av tig THY Tdoviy wg ayaddy juiv wWIijCa. 

XQ. Today, eet nai cH0 ete héyouer,— 

TPQ. Mj; 

XQ. Tlw¢ ote edoydy éore pundéy ayaddv etvoe funds xa- 
ov ye? av oopaor pyr av scohhoig Ghhowg mhiy ev ogy, wot 
arvrab’ fdoviy udvorv, avdgiavy S 7 owpooodtyny 7 voir i te 
cov eho Bo [ayadd] evAnye Woy, pndév tovotitoy sive; 


55 


2 


txav Set] The best MSS. have deiv. 
This error is of continual occurrence in 
infinitives having the circumflex, which 
is so easily confounded with the sigla 
of v. 

& airds ovros] This is a bitter sneer 
at Aristippus, defining pleasure as a 
yéveotc, and yet preaching pleasure. 
The difference between of odoxovtes 
and of dmotehotpevor is that between 
philosophers, and ‘men who follow a 


Platonis Philebus. 


certain mode of life. By understanding 
this difference we are enabled to do 
without my change of oot into G9” ol, 
but I still doubt whether we do not 
require evSayzdvov or vaxaplwv after 
drotehoupevenv. 

[aya0a]] “It is unreasonable to sup- 
pose that of all the things which be- 
long to the mind such as courage, 
temperance, intelligence, &c. pleasure is 
the only one entitled to be called good.” 


7 
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moog tottag 0 ee cov pr yoigovra, ahyowwta dé, evayndte- 
oda pdvar xondv etvoe core, Otay adyH, uely 7, Qrotog mdv- 
cor, zai cov xaloovt’ ad, Bow wahhov yaioe, Tote, Ovav yaton, 
C roootr dvapéoey meds aoetiy; 


IPQ. Tevet? tori tavte, 


YUTATC. 


@ Swugates, wo dvvarcv aho- 


XQ. My coivey jOovig uév rdvcws eéracw mé&oav émt- 
yElodper moujoaoda, vov dé nai éncornung oiov perdduevor 
opodge pavapev’ yevvaiwg dé, ev my Te Gadedy exer, meV 
megmngovouer, [Eas] 6 te J& xaedaguraroy éor’ airy pice, 
rovre xacddvtes Eig THY xQkoL YowpEta THY xKoLV}Y TOIg TE 
covtoy nai toig tHg HOovig péoeow alnIeorerore. 


TIPQ. ’Oedds. 


IQ. Ovuodv tiv c6 wév, oluar, Snucoveyizdy éow tig 


This is a fair appeal to common sense; 
but if you add dyatc, you beg the 
question. Philebus could not say that 
of all dyactd this is the only one 
without a manifest contradiction. 

& my Te cadpdv exe] The verb on- 
Sw, to strain or percolate, has the same 
relation to caSed¢ as ovine to campac. 
Hence the proper meaning of the word 
cadpds is, that which suffers anything 
to run through it; it is therefore used 
of a leaky or cracked vessel. To ring 
a vessel in order to ascertain its sound- 
ness, is Teptxpovety (with coins xwdu- 
viCewv); and then it was said either 
Uytés or carpdv Bop Beiv—xyeiv—prdy- 
yeosar. The conjecture on this place, 
caipdy qyet, is not admissible, for if 
this had been the meaning, the future 
must have been used. 

8 v7 8 Kabapdrarov] The common 
reading is Ewo 6 Te xaSapstarov—. 
But fos ypdmera is barbarous; and if 
we desired to retain &wc¢, no change short 
of the following would be really suffi- 
cient: Bus 2 av xatldwpev, xateddvtes 5b 
—xenodpeda. 

els tiv Kpdow] Stallbaum has un- 
successfully defended xplotv against 
Schleiermacher, who proposed xpdovv. 
There is no question of the comparison 
at present, but of the admixture, in 
order to which, as Socrates had already 
observed (52, £), it is necessary to have 


each kind in its purest state. yoyjoTat 
pépeaoty els xpaotv is as elegant as yov- 
odar yx. elg xptow (tav wspa@v) is the 
reverse. 

Otxotv jpiv] If we would under- 
stand the drift of this question, we must 
divest ourselves of any notion that 
Plato is intending to establish a formal 
classification. His sole object is to show 
that there are two elements in émoty- 
wy, namely the production of tangible 
results, and the information of the mind. 
The latter is not pointed out for its 
own sake, but to give relief and de- 
finiteness to the former which is its 
opposite; and the former is mentioned, 
because it enables him to introduce 
music and several other arts under one 
head as ystpoteyviat. This explanation 
disposes of the suspicion about some 
portion of the text having been lost, 
and fully accounts for the fact that So- 
crates never returns to the head of arts 
wept mawdelav. But why does he choose 
the arts which he calls yetpoteyviae as 
the subject of particular enquiry? Be- 
cause in these again there is a twofold 
element; the element of certainty de- 
rived from the mathematical sciences 
under which they work, and the em- 
pirical element. Now as one of these 
is scientific (¢mottns éyspevev) and 
the other not, it is necessary to show 
this, as determining the greater or less 
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Leet Ta pwadnuara] ercroriunc, t6 dé megi madelay nal TQ0- 
gny. 1) mw¢; a 

TIPQ. Oidzrwe. 

22. "Ev bn craig yetgotexvions OravonIapey modteug et TO 
wey erciotiung ad uadov éydusvov, to 0° hrcov ?, “ai dei 
Ta gév we eaceeatcege vouttery, ta 3” wg anadagrdrega. 


IIPQ. Ovxoiv xe: 

32. Tos toivey nyepovindg Stalnntéov éxdotwy citer 
yuots. 

IPQ. Tloiag nei mic; 


22. Oiov naoty mov ceyviw ky cig deePuntrxiy yoottn E 
Kal METONTLAHY “aL OtaTLEYY, WS 0g Eimely, Qabloy tO xa- 
tademousvoy éExcotng [av yiyvorto]. 

ITPQ. Wathov wév d7. 

32. To yovv were tac’ sixaley heinowt ty nai tag 
aiodjoas xatrapeherdy 2urceroig nal tim teush, Taig tig ot0- 
XAOTIXI}G meOcxouEevovg Dvvameoty, AG mOALOL Téxvag émovo0- 
56 


ualovor, wehéry nal wévy tiv dwuny amemgyaouévac. 


pureness of these parts of Intellect, as 
they had already sought out the greater 
or less pureness of the several kinds 
of Pleasure. As for the text, mep) ta 
padi para is to be understood either 
in its widest sense, and then it is su- 
perfluous; for what emtotyy is there 
which is not nm. t. waSyata? Or it 
is to be taken in a restricted sense and 
then it is on its wrong side ; for a 
knowledge Tept Ta padtata is a know- 
ledge mept thy mawdelav. Sydenham 
saw that, yewpoteyvixaic being an ad- 
jective, you must understand either téy- 
vac, which would be ridiculous, or éme- 
oviimats; but no éxotiuat have been 
mentioned, (only émotyjy in general) 
so that there is nothing to justify the 
omission of émotyjuatc here. These 
reasons seem to have been quite beyond 
the discernment of Stallbaum, who dis- 
misses Sydenham with an authoritative 
“male”, and one of his usual non-appo- 
site quotations. Thirdly I have written 
Tewtats for reasons very obvious and 
very little regarded. In place of av- 
tov, which is unmeaning, I have put 
av which marks the second distinction. 


xaSapwtata has been already changed 
into xaSaputepa before me. Not only 
ought the comparative to match the 
comparative, but any art which is xa- 
Sapwtatn would on the withdrawal 
of the scientific element cease altogether ; 
for if the pureness is according to the 
presence of the mathematical science, 
the most pure must have this not only 
as predominating but as excluding all 
empirical admixture, and when this is 
withdrawn, there remains—nothing. 

dv tis &. xwplfq—[&v ylyvorro]| This 
combination is not Greek; and the se- 
cond half can be omitted without any 
detriment to the sense. 

Paihov piv 54]. This is the form of 
simple assent; if, in place of repeating 
paviov, he had said pavistatov, péy 
ovv would have been added ; if his as- 
sent had been restricted, yotv. There is 
also a shade of difference between yév- 
tot the old reading, and pty 54 the 
reading of the Bodleian. The former 
is the more suitable when the answerer 
adds the weight of his own authority 
to the mere ,assent. 

viv pdpny arepyacpévas}] The pro- 

7 * 
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TIPQ. ~Avoyncudtate déyes. 

SQ. Odtxotv peor uév mov povorah mecatov, 16 tupo- 
vov &oudtrovon ov péte GALA wehéry Gtoyaopot, wal Evu- 
maoa adr acd adlytinn, TO meteor Excorys yoQedns tH GtO- 

t 2 , t cr 5 t PLA 
yaleodor tpeoouérns Inoevovoe, wore odd pepeymEvoy exery 


TO 4} oapés, ournedy dé TO BéBouor. 


IPQ. Aly Féotara. 


SQ. Kai wi ico te noi yeweyiay nai xvBegvyteniy 
zai otoatnyixny wocttws evonoouer exovous. 


TTP. 
22. 


Kai meavv ye. 


Textovinny 2 ye, oligo, melororg métgoig TE xOL 


> , , ‘ ‘ > , > ~ aA 
doyavors yowuerny, Ta roAdny axpiBercy avr mwogiCovta tExve- 
noréoay TOY TOAMG@Y scLotTNnUmY mOQéxETCL. 


TIPQ. I; 


32. Kate ye vovrnyiay nai nar’ oinodoutay nat éy mod- 


priety of the word éupxy depends on 
pehety xal mévo, which are used of 
training in the palestra. The subject 
of mpoaypwpévous is the possessors of 
the senses, that of dmewoyacpévas is 
Suvepete. 

peor, kK. 7. é&] This passage has suf- 
fered from the well-known practice of 
transcribers, who, when they could not 
or would not decipher terminations, in- 
vented those which the immediate neigh- 
bourhood suggested. From ov pétow 
the copyist inferred that he must write 
oroyxopm and then altered pedéry into 
pedetns. The reasoning proves clearly 
what Plato must have written. In pro- 
portion as an art trusts less to measure 
and more to practice, it must be full 
of guesswork. 

air} Kal atAnricy] The MSS. have 
xo Evunaon autij¢ avdntexy. But 
Evyraca belongs to the summum ge- 
nus, and flute-playing has no sub- 
divisions worth notice. It was an old 
subject of dispute between two schools 
of early musicians whether questions 
about the intervals in music should be 
determined by proportions of strings 
only or also by ear; but in the case 
‘of auAntixy the task of settling such 
questions by length of pipe was too 
intricate, so that there especially the 
empirical method was pursued. 


Xopdfjs] It is unnecessary to enter into 
the question whether ydépdn is appli- 
cable to wind instruments, although the 
passage quoted with such confidence by 
Mr. Chappell (Hist. of Music p. 146) 
from Plato Rep. 399, D. is quite incon- 
clusive, being itself confessedly corrupt; 
and I can find no other. The very 
context in that passage would seem to 
show that Socrates objects to the flute, 
because the admitted defects of stringed 
instruments were due to an imitation 
of the flute. I am inclined to read q 
od rd modvyopdov adrd, xal ata ta 
Travaoudvn aviod Tuyyavet OvTa ptt 
pata; But here avdntexy is repre- 
sented as hunting after the measure of 
the chord in a stringed instrument: that 
is, having no measure of its own to 
trust to, it derives its certainty from 
that which possesses such a measure. 

epopévys] For this word which, though 
a term in music (see Chappell H. of M. 
p. 98) is quite inapplicable here, I con- 
jecture @ypwpévn, of which the more 
common form 3ypetovoa was a gloss. 

7d woddjv] In place of this reading, 
the Zurich Editors have adopted the 
conjectural one of & This only spoils 
what ‘is perfectly plain. “The things 
which give this art its accuracy, make 
it teyvixwtépav, and therefore more 
akin to pure émotypn.” 
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hoig GAdorg tng Evdoveyenijc. 
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, x 
“aVOVE YaQ, OluoL, “OL TOOYY 


XOTjrou noi dvoBycy noi ordIun xed ture mooocaywyiiy xexou- 


Wevusve. 


TIP2, Kai neve ye, @ 


Sauoates, oI déyers. 


IQ, Oder coivy diyn tag heyouévag véyvag, tag mer 
ovorxy, Evvercouévag év toig %oyorg ehetttovog axguBelag per- 
toyovoag, tag dé textomnh mlelovos. 


TIP2. KeioSw. 
YO 


et ie 


61) metas etzcoper. 


Tovtwr 0&8 radvtag anorBeoraras elvan veyves, ac viv 


HPQ. Agu Sperceniy gaiver por héyery nal Boag pera tov- 


ts vexvos spBtye@ vov On. 


Cc 


SQ. Hd pév otv. dh, © Towragye, de’ ov dittrag ob D 


nai cavtag Aextéov; 7) 10s; 
IIP2. Totes dn Aéyerg; 


32. VAovduntiniy modrov ag ox K&Adyy wév tive Ti 
tov ohh patéor, KAdnv 0” av wie TOV pelosopotveeny ; 
IITPQ. TIh word dtoguocusvog otv SMe chy 0 eddny 


Jen tig ey Ger Dynrenip ; 


x — F 
32. Ov opixed Gow, & Todraeye. of uév yog mov j0- 
es ro . z 
vadas avidovg KatagrdmovrtaL THY mEei aeLI "UY, OloY OTeaTd- 
, ‘ ~ , \ , Ay 4 wn wok \ e 
eda Ovo xai Bovg dvo xal dO TH GuLxedtate 7 not Ta mov- E 


kavovi] xavay is the rule for mea- 
suring straight lines; tépvo¢ for curved; 
SwaByjty¢ the cross pieces, (in shape of 
a compass stretched out,) from the angle 
of which the plumb-line depended; 
atdSun the plumb-line itself; and 
Tpocayuytov is explained to be the in- 
strument for reducing warped timber 
to straightness. If this is correct, it is 
much less xexoupeuuevov than the rest, 
which are scientific helps, while this is 
a mere engine of force. Perhaps it was 
an instrument for taking the angles of 
curves. It is searcely necessary to say 
that xexoutpevpévoy has nothing to do 
with the workmanship, though Stall- 
baum translates “scite factum”: 

Gdn, thy 8’ GdAqv] This is a com- 
mon ellipsis for tiv pty &. tHy db a. 
Compare Laws 862, B. which I quote 
for the sake of correcting it: xal td 


py Bhapev aPAaBes Tois, vdqn0tg ei¢ to 
Suvatdy Tountéov, TO TE dito S evov ow: 
Covta, xa td mweadv wd tou médwv 
éEopSoivra, xat td Savatwdty F Tw 
Sky byrés, rd Se ciTcolvorg €&thaoéy tote 
Spwar xal toig mxoyovor (napzyovta) 
Exdorous éx drapopas el¢ pudlav met- 
patéoy det’ xaoTevat, tots vOqsots. 

Od opskpe Spy] ov optxpdc dpos is 


.the common reading. But this is out 


of structure, and if any one wishes to 
understand éott, he must at least insert 
the article. But the words are evidently 
an answer to TIq mote Stoprodpevog.— 
The word avtois three lines below was 
supplied to give a case to ouvaxodov- 
Syjcetav, and the consequence is that 
the condition of B assenting to A is 
not, A changing his mind, but some 
third C propounding the same doctrine 
as B. 
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Tuy méycota’ of 0 ove &v mote [adtoisg] ovvexolovdjosLar, &i 
\ , , coe ~ é , J , OAM ad 
Ly ovada jovadog Exaotng THY LLLQLOY pLNOELLAY GAAY OA- 


Ang Ovaqégovody tig Ijoee. 


TIPQ. Kai pala y? ed héyerg ov opuexgay drapogay tar 
* > LS £ co Ao PLA Ov 2 ‘ z 
megi agudpor cevtaldvtwy, wove Aéyov éxewv Ov abtag elvat. 


XQ. Ti dé Aoyoceny nai pecenviny | xacd textomniyy noi 

nore Eercogeany Th nace prdooopiay yewperoia te xal oycopeep 
Ww 

57 [xavopeletwueror]; motegov wg jula éxovéga hextéov, 7 dvo 


ELI Oey ; 


TIPQ2. Toig nododev Exduevog eywy av dto xara tip 
gua Whpor twHelny Exavégay tovrur. 


32. -OoedGs. ob TF 
éoor, ag évvosic; 
TIP2. 


Eputwpevor. 


ef Ra Ul d 
Evexa tavta smoonveynayed 


’ A 
eic tO 


"lows, alka o& Bovdoiuny av arcopyyacda to viv 


XQ. Aoxsi coivvy Xuovy’ obtog 6 Adyog ovy Hrvov 3} Ste 

Aéyery abtor noyoueda, taig pdovaig Cyrav tavtiotgopoy év- 
- , ~ >”) 2 ' c , a 

B tava meopebyxévar oxomv ei ag’ govt wg Evégag addy xa- 
, , : *. U , c ~ Cc La 
Jaguréga eniotnuns éencorhun, xadaneg NOorng ndovy. 


TIPQ. 
Tov sminexelonrer. 


Kai ucla oagpés coir ye, bre tavd Even tov- 


XQ. Ti odv; ag orn ev mév toig &umpooder én’? &Adowg 


el pay povdba] Hacept a man shall 
consider no monad to differ from any 
other single monad out of all innumerable 
monads. There is an intentional redun- 
dancy in this triple opposition (povada 
—povddos, pydeplov—é. t. pw, any 
—dAlns) in order to mark the perfect 
indifference of every monad from every 
other. 

tevtatdvrey] Rep. 5218, Tim. 90 3, 
who give their time to Arithmetic. 

TC 8 Aoyorexf] In this passage I 
have changed ris x. @. yewpetplag te 
xol Aoytopaiv, so as to render the sen- 
tence complete. This is far better than 
supplying Stapépet, which would make 
Socrates first ask whether two things 
differ, then whether they are one, and 
again whether they differ. The only 
question that can by any possibility 
be asked as introductory to the other 


two is ‘How do these stand to each 
other”? The word xatamedrctopéevov 
is nothing but a wretched attempt to 
bolster up the construction by making 
« genitive absolute of it; and for this 
purpose some one has borrowed the 
remarkably elegant word from its con- 
text above and used it where it means 
about as much as would tuntouzvey. 

tavrlorpodoy] I have added the ar- 
ticle which is necessary to the sense. 
avtlotpopoy te is not to be thought of. 
The case of ySoval has been already 
determined, and the corresponding case 
is to be sought in vovc. 

twpoBeBykévar] This is Schleierma- 
cher’s emendation for nooBeBinxevat; it 
is obvious that no macBdnua is put for- 
ward. 

Tt ovv] In this sentence the Books 
turn two distinct questions into one 
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dkny véxyny ovoay avevgioxe [oaqecrégar] nai aoapectégay 
aAdyv bang; 

TIPQ, Tov pév ody. 

22. "Er coitoig S ae’ ov tive céxyny Hg buwvvpor PIEy- 
Eduevog, sig ddgar xataorjoag wo plar, mehy we dvoiy byroLy 
émavegwte tovtow avtoly [td capes nai 16 xadagov smegi C 
tavta] motegov f tev gidocogotytwr 7} ki) prdocopodtytuv 
exgupéotegay eeu; 

TIPQ, Kei wddo doxsi oe tovto dvegwrizv. 

22. Ti” ovr, & Toutagye, abtd diddusv andxgeorv; 

ITP. *Q Sunoatec, sig Fovucordy drapoeas uéyedos sig 
caprveay mooehylvdauer excocnucy. 

2Q.  Ovuortv czcoxgevotueda dgov. 

TIP2. Ti unv; nai signodw y bt m0dd pwév abtou cov 
GAhwy vexyrdiv dvagégovor, tovtwav 0 attav ai xéei tay tov D 
dvtwg prdocopotytwy boury aunyavoy cngibele te nai adndela 
MEQL méTQH TE ual GoLIpodrs Joapégovorr. 

22. “Eotw vaitra nore oé, “ai coi 01) miotevortes IaQ- 
oovrtes anoxgivoiueda toig dewoig meoi Adywv bluny— 

IP2. To xoiov; 

22. ‘Q¢g siai dbo aerduntixat nai Oto wstontixal nai tov'- 
toug GAdoe toravroe Evvercduevar ovyval, tiv dudvpornt’ &yov- 
oct tavtny, Gvdpatog 0 Evdg: xexorvmpéevan. 

TIPQ2. Adapev céyn aya tovtorg, odg ppg devode et- 
vO, TAVTNY TY amdneoly, wW Swnoutes. 

SQ. Taitvag otv héyouey errotiuas axeifeig woehor 
Elva. 

TIP2. Tavu wév ovr. 


E 


supplement td captc .... mept taite 


into brackets. 


question asked twice. I have removed 


capectépay and for dvevoloxety written 
dvevproxe. 

els Sdgav karacrijous] The same ex- 
pression occurs in Euthyd. 305 p. Com- 
pare also Cratyl. 431 a, el try atodn- 
Otv RATAOTH OM. 

as play] The MSS. have w¢ ptias, 
an alteration probably made to suit 
Svotv, as if the construction were the 
same. I have also supplied évtow in 
ts right place, and put the absurd 


dxptBotepov eyetv is 
precisely the same as td aapt¢ xal to 
xaSapdy. A little further on efg oa- 
tverav is used as to this same quality ; 
and still further he uses édyte and 
dxptBera in the same sense. 

mept Adyov SAKthv] Compare Cratylus, 
435 c, Theaetet. 168 c, dypdtey te xat 
Gvondtev, & ob ToAAOL Sny av TUYwar 
Bdxovtes amoplag dddyjAorg mavrodands 
Tape youat. 
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SQ. CAV Huds, & Tewropye, avaivow ay Ff tov dta- 
AéyeoDou SUvepiug, Eb tive rego avrg GAAny xolvauuer. 

JIPQ. Tiva 0é ante av det héyerv; ’ 

x2. Aijhov 3 Ste mag ey ony ye vor de yoptévyy proin, uy 
yao mei t0 oy [nck td] dvtws nal tO xatd Tabtoy Gel mEQr- 
20g mavtwsg &ywy oipou hyeiodou Evunavtag, doog vod xat 
Ouixgoy meoc}otyto, manog ahynIeoreryy elvar yrou. od 
dé ti; [ec todt0, w Touraoye, dvanpivorg ay;] 

TIPQ. *Hxovov usr &ywye, © Swnoates, Excorore Togytov 
frolhdns, so tod meidey modd diapégor macwy Texv@r: 
mavta yao ty cbty dothe tou Exdvewy GAN’ ov dtc Blog soL- 


~ ~ ~ el ~ ~ 
oto, “zai waxe@ aolorn macwy ein THY TExVOr. 


viv 0 ovte 


ot ovte On éxeivp Bovdoiuyy ay évartia tideoFa. 


22. 


>? ~ 
aoArety. 


Ta Srda wor ‘donsig Bovdyndeig eizety aioxvydeis 


TIPQ, *Eovw viv taiva ravey, ony oot doxél. 
XQ. TAQ? ot aiiteog éyd tod pH uadws irodaBeir oe; 


IPQ. Té xoiov; 


Afjtcv &tu was dv] For this emen- 
dation we are indebted to W. H. Thomp- 
son. The old reading was AqjAov ote 
i] nwéoav. There can be no doubt that 
the phrase meph TO dy xal td dvtwc is 
incorrect. 1d Gvtw¢ would be rightly 
placed where the question was about 
the meaning of the word, but here we 
are considering the objects of a given 
science. But the object of Dialectic is 
Truth, and Truth is found either in that 
which is absolute (td dv Svtwe), or in 
that which is invariable, because it is 
the effect of the absolute; and this 


latter Plato expressed by xa Td xaTd 


tautoy dsl TEQUKOS (ylyveoat). To 
make TO OvTws, and even to xatd TaU- 
tov ae TMepuxdcs, mere explanations of 
td Ov, as one Editor has done, betrays 
great looseness of thought, 

ov 8 rl; [was Toiro, & IIpdrapyxe, 
Btakplvors ay 3]] I have made separate 
sentences: o Sb tl; answering to tywye 
otwat and made T. 5: av; to the ,eneral 
question. But me¢ Broxeplvorg d ay is so 
contrary to the usual order, and a se- 
cond quotation of a more vague sort 


following the only question to the pur- 
pose is so unworthy of our author, that 
I cannot but look on it as a later ad- 
dition. ; 

moNAaKts] I cannot say what should 
be done with this word which is quite 
incompatible with txd&otote. Nor can 
I propose anything certain in place of 
& Exdvtwv, of which the sense seem 
as necessary as the mode of expression 
is objectionable. But it is not unlikely 
that the right reading is 8: Exdvtev 
autay. 

Ta 8rAa] This is a play upon the 
word ti3eo%at, which Protarchus had 
used merely in the sense of advancing 
an opinion; but Socrates, taking up the 
words évavtia tiSecSat, replies, ‘I think 
you were going to say Omha, but you 
were ashamed, and dropped the word. 
td Bria vein riIecSan is im acie 
stare, as in Herod. 1. 62, xa avrla 
Revto td Bra. There is a further 
play upon gmodtnetv; for amodtnety ta 
OwAa would properly mean to desert, 
but here it is merely to forego or give 
up the word. 
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> z ~ 
32. Ovxz, @ lhe Todcagye, cotw yoy eco no, 
, iy wn # ~ - 
wig Tex 1 tig entotnun macdy [draqéoer tH] weylotn nai C 
> U ‘ ~ % ? ~ ~ 
aglotn “al mheiot wepehoion huac, GAAd tig mote tO Ou~pés 
> 4 ~ 
nal vangupég nal t6 cdyIéotraroy emioxomel, xAY 7 OUAQa nol 
= ~ ~ ~ ~ 
ouuxga onveou. tobr gory 0 viv dy &ytodmer. ahd” Boa: 
> ) \ \ 2 , , ~ \ > t c i uy 
ovde yao azexdrjoee Togyic, th pév exetvov vmeoexery TExvy 
\ ‘ , ~ P) , i ~ +R Oe rN 

didovg mQ0g yxoelay toig avFodmoig, xoarvely 0 h einov bya 
i , ss > an > 
VEY TEAyUarTELy, notdmEg Tov AEvuod mége tov eheyov, nov ei 
ourxgdr, xadagor O° ely, tov moddov ual fn ToLodtov dLapé- 
ger, TotW y attH tH GAnIeotary. nal viv dé top~ddoa dia- D 
vondévtes nai inaves drodoyroauevor, unt Ele tevag W—pedelos 
éniotnuay Bléparres pte turds evdontpulag, GAN eb tig 2é- 

i ~ r ~ Cc ~ ¢ > ~~ ~ ») ~ ¥ t ’ 
gure ths Weyng jucov dvvauig éeav te Tov adyndovrs xat avd 
Even tovtov modtrayv, todtyy elmpev regevvnocueror [td 
uadagor vod te xc pooryoews,| et todvtny ucdor & Tay éi- 


Py . > Lee ~ Pay wy > 
xOTwWY ExtHOFo Paiwey av yn cv 


quiv Cyrnréov. 


[Stapépa +o] peylorn] I once at- 
tempted to defend this construction by 
such examples as that of Aristophanes 
(Wasps 666) tous “ouyt Tp0dW GW X. Te 
é.” There never was an interpolation 
which more clearly betrayed itself. If 
Plato had used any such word as d1agé- 
pet, he would have made both grounds 
of comparison, certainty as well as ge- 
neral merit, depend upon it. 

e&{nrodpev] MSS. and Edd. give - 
TOUMEY. 

mpds xpelav] These words are to be 
taken as governing totg dvSpumots, to 
surpass as to their use to men. 

kparety 8 7 elroy éyd viv mpaypa- 
rela] The reading of the MSS. and 
Edd. is Undpyetv (for Unepéyewv) and 
xpatety, 4 & etnov. This has been ad- 
duced as an instance of the avaxd)ov- 
Sov, and it will be well to look closely 
into it. The case of mpaypatela, ac- 
cording to this supposition, will be 
owing to a construction intended to be 
analogous to that of tH pty é. v. téeyyy 
—8tSov¢, which construction is lost or 
changed by reason of the long paren- 
thesis, so that, when this ends, a new 
construction, tautyy-elmwpev, is sub- 
stituted. A conclusive answer to all 


Eréoayv tavtng xveiutégay 


these subtleties is, that not only the 
construction is different, but the sense 
is altogether unlike. For in the first 
part, if completed, we should expect if 
you assign, or you ought to assign, or 
something which implies a clatm for voug: 
but in the second part there is a call 
on Protarchus to declare what he really 
thinks about vots (tavtny etrwpev x. 
t. &). Another objection to the pas- 
sage as it stands i is the awkwardness of 
Sidov¢ Umdpyety xpatety, which means 
didovs xpatety, and nothing more. All 
these difficulties are removed by so 
simple a process that I have not hesi- 
tated to introduce it into the text, and 
to change the punctuation accordingly. 

Tatrny eropev] This tavtny refers 
to Suvoysey, the second to enLoTyM ny. 
tO xaSapdv vod te xal opovijcews is 
not the proposed object of investigation, 
as the interpolator thought; they are 
to search out the dialectic art itself. 

Kol viv B& opd8pa Siavondévres] For 
xal viv 8 I have written xat viv 82, 
as opposed to ovx éfvjtovy mw. There 
is some corruption in opddpa Stavon- 
Sévtec, for SavoetoSa. cannot be used 
in the sense of 8tacxoretv. 
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TIP. ?ALAG oxord, zai yahendy, oiuce, ovyxuehoal tv 
GAAny encociuny 7) véxvyy tig Gdydetag dvréxeodor wadhov 7 
TAvTHY. 

S02, *Ao’ ody evvojoag 6 tordvde stennag 0 Aéyerg vir, 

we at wodhai véyvoe nai Goon neg Tabtag mEMdvnytOL, EW- 
59 tov uév ddkcus yowvtar ual ta mEegt ddgav Cyrovor Evvrera- 

péveng; elve nal regi plosws tiyettai tg Cyretr, oloF Ow ve 
meg tov 200n0v tore, Sun te yéyove nai Onn meoxXEL TL “aL 


Om 1, tadca Cyret did Biov; @aiuey ey taita, ) WC; 
bun sovet, tabca Cytet did Biov; patue , ) OS; 


TIPQ. Ot'tws. 

32. Ovxory od regi ta 
nal yEevnoomera nai yeyovora 
OVOV. 

IPQ. ‘AlyFéovara. 


bye del, meoL O& TA yryvomera 
fod ~ 7 
quay 6 vovovtog arjentoe tov 


re P ~2 ae 
SQ. Tovtor ody te capes dv paiper ch angeBeorary od7- 

ra a > 
B tele yiyvecdou, ov pnt zoxe under mudrcotve cata tavta wend 
Elev pie? ig tO viv wagor eye; 


TPQ. Kei nc; 


XQ. egi oby va wy xentypéva BeBardtryta pnd Hrewvorv 
nag ay rote PéBcov ylyvord” Huiv xed orLorty; 
mE 3 
? ~ 
TIP. Olwoe per otdauds. 


meroyyvTat] This word and Euvyteta- 
pévws (Schiitz’s correction for Evvte- 
taypéves) explain each other. He is 
evidently speaking of pursuits which 
require great assiduity; but what these 
are it would be difficult to say, if we 
retained the old reading Goat wept Tadta 
menmdvyvtat. This has been explained 
by a reference to the passages in the 
Phedo, where tatta is used of visible 
things; but this would at least include 
td mept Pioews Cyteiv, which is here 
spoken of as a distinct branch. By 
means of this change we have the arts 
mentioned first, because they are the 
subject; but as the following remark 
turns on the means employed, it is con- 
venient to mention the persons who 
follow the arts, to avoid the awkward- 
ness of saying that the arts them- 
selves ypdvtae Sdbats, or Cytovor td 
mepl SdEav. 

fyetra.] If the physicist mistook what 


@votg was, and while supposing that 
he investigated it was searching out 
something else, wyeitac would be ap- 
propriate. But nothing more is meant 
than the usual enquiries of the Ionic 
Philosophy, and no intimation is given 
that there is any higher sense of ov- 
org or of the investigation of it. I 
therefore propose ypntat. For while 
in the handicrafts above mentioned he 
speaks of those who labour at them, 
he speaks of physical investigations as 
things in which men choose to engage. 
The tense of fpntat is borne out by 
dvyjentac tov mévov. In explanation 
of ‘this latter phrase I observe that in 
those well-known combinations méAcnov 
— movov—xlvSuvov —veixog alpecSar, 
dvatpetadar may be used in place of 
the other verb. Some who did not no- 
tice this have proposed unnecessary 
conjectures. Compare Phedrus 233 c, 
243 c, Laws 921 4 and B. 
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J es 2 ~ 
22. Ov8’ Gea [vovg] ovdé tig emtoriun megi adita zou 


tO alydéotarov eovoa. 
IIP2. Ownovy eindg ye. 


22. Tov pév dn oé noi sué roi Togyiay nai MidnBov yor) 
ougva xaigey sav, tdde 68 drapagtigacdar tH Adyiy,— 


P2. T6 xoiov; 


i¢ Ww ~ ~ 
ZQ. 'Q¢ 7} megi exeiva EGF? iv v6 ve BéBourov [nal +6 


xadagor] xai to adndéeg nai 0 


On Aéyouev sidixguvéc, megi Te 


> 2 

Gel “ata td aitd Woattws amuxtétara exovta, 1 [devtEgos] 
, Ne x 

éxetvov 6 te udduot sori Evyyevég: ta 0 GhAa mavta devtEgd 


, oc # 
bE “nal vOtEega AExtéov. 


TIPQ. ‘Adndéotatra déyec. 


22. 


Ta 0% tév Gvoudtwry mEgi ta toLaita “naddota ae 


py ~ , , » , 
ov tOlg xaddiotorg Dexcdtatoy amovéuELy; 


TIP2. Einog ye. 


Py ~ ~ e 
22. Ovnoiv voig gori nai pedvnoig art? cy tig tupHoeLe D 


paler dvopara; 
HPQ. Nai. 


OvS’ dpa [vots] ot8 +. &] We should 
have expected ote .. oUte. But if.there 
is any Znoty}un, however weak or vague, 
there is some vous, for all émotipat 
are parts of vol¢ and are discussed as 
such, The vol¢ of the text is plain- 
ly the opposite of that of Anaxagoras, 
and throws all things into confusion. 
The scribes were not familiar with the 
idiom which we meet both in Homer 
and in the Attic writers, oJdE yap ovdé, 
ov8’ Gp ovdd. In the 5th Epistle of 
Synesius our modern texts have ov yap 
ovS Spotos yy e¢yovte; but in my col- 
lations I find that the best MSS. have 
obi yap ov8’ Suotos. qv Eyovee. 

Tov piv 51, ot kal éné] See note on 
20, B. The article here has a depre- 
ciating effect. It has, in fact, the force 
of turning the first and second persons 
into a third, or more properly still, of 
abstracting the individual from his per- 
sonality, and making a mere somebody 
of him. 

(kal rd KaBapdv]] These words are 
spurious. For Bé@atev cannot be se- 


parated from ddn3éc¢, since the want 
of truth in physical knowledge has been 
declared to arise from the instability 
of the objects. Again xaSapév is so 
nearly the same as eldtxptvé¢ that it 
cowd not occur unless in close proxi- 
mity to it, and the only place for elt- 
xpwvic is that which it occupies as a 
quality deduced from the other two; 
and as te del—daaitws answer to 
BéBaroy and ddnSéc, so does dpixtd- 
tata answer to eldtxprvés. 

[Seérepos]] The Zurich Editors have 
changed this into Sevtéews, which is 
at least more rational than Stallbaum’s 
defence of it as a parenthetical proverb 
with mhov¢ understood. It is incredible 
that Plato should make two Sevtep« to 
one and the same first. It is therefore 
a waste of time to enquire how 8ette- 
po¢ should be corrected. 

arr’ dv] The common reading is a 
y av. It is evident that this is no 
place for ye. The confusion between 
the two readings is. of very frequent 
occurrence, 
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XQ. Toiv’ ke’ & taig megi v6 Oy bytwg évvoias Teorey 
annuerpopére dediig aeicere nahetodou. 


IIPQ. levy wey odv. 


SQ. Kai wiv & y’ eig viv xeiow eyed vcore mageoxouyy, 


ov% Gd? 
TIP2. Ti wy, 


> oa nw ~ %, ? , 
gotiv 2) tabta ta ovomora. 
Ddunoares; 


SQ. Elev: 1d ev d} peovnoedg te nai Hdovig wége 7905 
E chy Gddidor pikiy et tig gain xadareged dypcovgeyois qty, 
8 Gy }} av olg dei Snueovgyeiv 11, magansioda, rakes av oi) 


hoy arcernatot. 
TIP2. Kei wehe. 


XQ. To d}) pera caiv? ag’ od puyviven éemtyergntéov ; 


TIP2. Ti wy; 


~ ~ ~ PJ 
XQ. Odnoiy réde meoenovor nai avaprypoaory judg av- 


§ > / wn Pla 
tovg OpdorEegoy ay &xoL,— 
TPQ. Teé nota; 


SQ. “4 xai medregov [EurnoInuer]’ eb 0 7 ragouuia do- 
60 xe ayer, TO nak dig xai teig TO Ye xadaS FyoY enave- 


roheiv to Ady detv. 

IPQ. Ti wi; 

SQ. WDée 6% medg Ads" 
heydévta On diva. 

IPQ. Iles; 


? , 
Oluoae yao ovrw mwWg ta TOE 


FQ. DOilnBos qyoe chy fdoviy oxomdy oedov maor Coborg 
yeyovévat nai dély mevtag tovrov otoxateodar, nai On nat 


~ by > 
cayatoy tout abt sive Evurcace, xed dv? dvduata, ayadov 


Tair’ tp’ x. 7. &} Although the 
reading of this passage has been pro- 
nounced to be verissima, yet as the 
authority who states this bids us take 
doth xadcto3an together (he was per- 
haps thinking of “ott xaAetv) and talks 
strange stuff about dmyxpiBwudva and 
Eworat, we cannot throw off all suspi- 
cion of its unsoundness. If dmyxpt- 
Bopeva could mean accurately proved 
to be (not accurately made) there would 
be some handle for the infinitive xa- 
hetoSat. But as this cannot be, and 
likewise for other reasons, which good 


scholars will readily discern, I am in- 
clined to read form dryxpiBoudvas 
eleva xadetoae. 

é€ dv 4 & ols] The first is the mate- 
rial, considered as a kind of secondary 
cause, out of which things are produced; 
the second, the same material considered 
as the substance in which the workman 
realises his art. = 

[epvqcrOnpev]] This is « supplement 
originating with some one who did 
not see that the verbs to be understood 
are elmowey xal dvenvyjoapey rude au- 
tous. 
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noi 903, Evi tin [nad qdoee wed] totem beddg tedéve’ ever. 
Xwuoatns 0 ev wey ov GPyor totr sive, dto dé uadaneg ta B 
dvomata, nai TOT ayadkdv xed TO 70d ditpogoy addnhwy ~pi- 
ow éyely, uahdov O& wétoyoy sivae tig tov ayadod woloag Tiy 
Podrmmary 1 tiv Hdoviy. od cabs? Zou te nai tw ta cite heyo- 
eva, & Iocdcagye ; 

TIPQ. Xpddea ev oty. 

32. Ovuoriv nai rode nai t6re nai viv huty 
Aoyoito,— 

WP2. To xotov; 

32. Ti tayodod dcapégey piow trade tov “do ; 
- JIP2. Tin; C 

SQ. *QX magein corr cet tov Cowy did télovg mevtwg 
nai mcvtn, pndevdg Evégov sot ete moocdeioFa, tO O° tna- 
voy teledtatoy éyey. ody ots; 

TIPQ. Ovtw peév ovr. 

SQ. Ovnodv 1G Myqi eneigdInuev yooic Exdregov sxa- 
cégov Sevres sig tov Blov éExcorvwry, Guxtov er HOoviy poo- 


&y Evvouo- 


vio, goedmow dS woavtwg Hdovng pnde TO Gpexedtator 
Zxovony ; 

JIPQ2. *Hy tavra. 

32. Mav ovv tiv adivav core métegov tnavov eMokev D 
elval TY; 

HPQ. Kei noc; 

32. Ei dé ye maonvexdnuév we core, viv dotoovy éava- 
AaPodv doddrEegoy eindrw, pripny xai podrnow nal emcocjuny 

= ? ~ / ~ > ~ 3 , t x ~ wy 

nai alndn ddgav tig avrigg wWéag teSéusvog, nor oxomwy Et 

a” , 4 > c ,o¢ ~ x oN , i 
aig &vev tovtwy deer av ot nai Stiody sivoe 7, yiyvec dau, 
un Ste On y Hdoviy, ed wg mheloryy et wg opodgorterny, 


(kal vor pia]] These words which the same compendium. « was taken for 


separate tivt from tovtw and leave Evt 
without a noun expressed or implied 
to lean upon, and say nothing more 
than what is said in Evi teve tovTw, are 
an evident contribution of some im- 
prover, 

év pév of dyot] The scribe has here 
confounded the ordinal and the cardinal 
number, both of which are written with 


me@tov, which is in all the Books, but 
it was meant for &v as is plain from 
the antithesis &v ytv ov, dv0 dé. 

érapadnpev—Oévres[| We made the 
experiment of placing, &c. Stallbaum 
compares the expression used above, 
(21, A) év col metpdpeda Bacaviovtes 
TadTa. 

pi Sr. 84 y’ ASevqv] This formula 
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ei unt chy dog Sokdlor yatoew, ute tO magenay yryvedoxot 
, , , so? x , ~ , 2 
Eti mote wénovde madog, unt av ponuny tov madtovg snd 
vetvoty yodvov eyo. tava dé héyeo nai megi Poovnsewc, et 
Pla uu 4 ~ 4 ~ ta / > / 
Tig aver means HOorig nal tI Beaxurdryg déEait ay podvn- 
oy zyev wahdov [) werd tevey pdaviny) 7 meme panes [xo- 
ig Poovicews pahsor il META Poornaswg ad tvdg. 
TIP2. Ovz tory, & Sdxpatege add ovdév tet tadra ye 
modheneg érreguriy. 
61 32. Ovxory 6 ye téheov xai méoww aigetor xai td mav- 
, dk ro? py , ” 
Tana ayatoy ovdéregov &v tovter Ein. 
TIPQ2. Tg yao &; 
32. Td coivvy ayadoy row cagas 7 nol teva tvmov av- 
~ 4 cr tid ’ , ~ a , Pla 
tov Anmréov, iva, oeg éhéyouev, OevtEegeia Or OWooUEY eyoeEr. 

TTP2. “Ogddrara Aéyes. 

22. Ovxoiv b00v wér tie emi tayadov ethipaper. 

IP2. Tivo; 

22. Kaddneg et tig tw’ evFowmov Cytay tiv olxnoww 
moewtov o9I0s, iv oixet, mVIt’ ator, méya te ON mov 7edg 
tiv etocour dy exou tov Cyvovpévov. 

TPQ. és 8 ov; 

22. Kai viv dn tug Adyog survvoey Huiv, worreg xai nav’ 
» , x ~ ? ~ > # t > A 2 2 
aoyas, mu Cytely &y to aulutw Biw tayaddv GAA 
{UATO. 

TIP2. Wer ye. 

SQ. VEhiig wy naslov 2v cH waydévte nade to Cytod- 
uevoy éoeodeu cpavegutegov 1 év Td 4H. 

TIPQ. Todd ye. 

22. 


B 


év TO 


Toic 61 Seotg, «& Igudtaeye, edvydusvor xegavyvoer, 


occurs in several Attic writers. Plato question put by Plato with the utmost 


and Xenophon sometimes use merely 
ux) ott and sometimes add By only. 
In the cases where ye is added, it is found 
sometimes before Sr, sometimes after 
it. Compare this passage with one in 
Demosth. against Conon, wy ote ye 34, 
and with one in Politicus, px Ott 8y 
Bactrets ye. 

(i) p. +t. qSovdv]] I bracket the in- 
sertions which make nonsense of a 


subtlety. In the words given to Pro- 
tarchus, the part which purports to be 
the answer is no answer at all; and 
his objection to the repetition of the 
question looks like an addition econ- 
trived to mask a corrupt sentence. Pro- 
tarchus’ answer ought to be @ott tabta, 
or in other words ovx Zotwy &Ad’ ovdty 
q tattd ye. 
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elite Avoveoog et9 “Hpootog et Sows Sedv cadbeny civ - C 
tujy etdnye tig ovyzecoscg. 

TPQ. Wow peév oty. 

IQ. Kei wy qiv xaddseg oivoyzdotg tai wagectaor xo7- 
vat, péhitog ev tty anernclor tig thy tig HOorijc, tiv O& tis 
“ pooricsws rypavexiy nai cowvoy atarnood xai byrecvot tivd¢ 
tdatog’ &o me0duuntéoy wg xchdota ovmpeyvovac. 

TTP2. Was yee ov; 

32. Dépe 01) wodtegov’ Koa maoar HOoriy maon poovy-D 
GEL yuyvovteg Tod nodes ay pdhot emutiyouer; 

TTP2. “Tows. 

32. 2AdW obz Copahés: 7 S anvdvvdteooy &Y wuyrvo- 

, ~ > > , ” 
nev, dogav or dono ty amopivacdae wy. 

TPQ. Aéye vive. 

32. “Hy quiv Hor) tetahydas, we oldueda, uahdov écé- 
oac KAdn, nai OF nai téyyn Téxrng cxolBeotéoa ; 

IIPQ. Ilé¢ yee ot; 

BQ. Kei encorviyin 07 encornung dcapogos, h uésy ei ta 

4 ‘ > / ? > , aC. 2 y oN ‘\ 4 
yiyvopeva nok anoddivey anoBhérovea, H 0 emt ta mire 

, o> 2 AX , F X > s O° x lt w~ d te] 
yeyvomeva wnt arcodddueva, cata tava 0° woabtwg ort’ Gel. E 

‘ % \ xA: He ? s, , a U gy? by , 7) Pas 
caveny [sig 06 adndEc] emioxorovuevor nynoaEed exElvyng adn 
Seovégay etvat. 

TIP2. Teavv usr oty 6096s. 

XQ. Orvnoiv [ei] cadydéotata tunuata éxarvégag Wwuer 
mowror EvyypetEartec, ag move vaira Evyxrengauéva voy ayary- 
rétacov Blov amegyaocusra magéxEly Nuivy, i tivog Ete mre0G- 
Sedueda xed TOY ju) TOLOLTOY. 

TIPQ. ?Euoi yotv doxet dedy ovtus. 

32. "Eorw Oy wig juty poovay dvIeuwmog adbtijg mwéoe dc- 
youootyys, 6 te zor, xed Adyoy éxwy Enduevov TH vosiv, zal 
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less, and we have nothing whereby to 


maperract Kpfva] Winckelmann, in v 
decide our choice between anSd¢ to:- 


his Preface, observes that this is an allu- 


sion to the libations in honour of the 
Eumenides and other divinities, which 
consisted of water and honey. Compare 
Zisch. Eum. 107, Soph. Gd. Col. 100 
and 471, with the Scholiast. 

"Hy tpiv] I leave this passage in u 
corrupt state. w¢ oldyeta is quite hope- 


avn paddov or (following the Bodleian 
which omits pdddov), adnSeotéon d)- 
Ang c&Ady. 

Otvxotv [el] TraAnOécrara] I have 


bracketed ef and changed (Sotpev into 
(Suey. 
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6} xed megi THY GhioY madrTWY TOY byTWY WoattwWs dLavoOU- 
[levog. 

ITPQ. "Eotw yee ovr. 

32. *A@ ody obtog tzovds enxcocnung Ee, xvudov wey nol 

# > ~ ~ , ‘ , wy i) ’ P] f 
opaloag airing tig Selag tov Adyov &ywv, tiv 0° avIeuatyyy 
rabtny opaigay xai tots xvzhovg tovtovg ayvody, nai yxow-— 

B ? Mi 0 id 5 ~ CAA - , Py 2 ‘ §. ~ 
gevog ev olx0douia tot toig &Adotg bmoiws xavdoe “ai Tots 
2ULLOLS ; 

TIPQ. Tehoiav diadeow hudv, @ Sdxzoatec, év taig Ieicuc 
ovoay udvoy emtotnuaig héyouer. 

32. Ids gis; 7 tov evdots xavdvog uc nai tod «t- 
xhov tiv ob BéBeuoy ovdé xadagdy cégyyny euBlynréov nowt noi 
zhov tiv ov Bé 0 ody téyyny suBhnré why nO 
OvyxQatEor; 

TIPQ. “Avaynaiov yd, et péhier tig hudy nai viv bddr 
c , > 92 , by 
éxcotot ekevenoery otxade. 

32. “H nat povoruny, Hy odiyoy Furcqoodev Fpauer, oto- 

C xaoEWs TE HL pULLATEWS pEOTHY OtoaY, xaIaedtNtOS evdsir ; 

JIPQ. ?Avayzoioy qaiverou suorye, eieg y hudy 6 Blog 
Zotar xai 6xwoovr mote Bios. 

SQ. Bove dnra, woreg Iveweds in? bydov tig wIov- 

x , c . 2 i U AY , > ~ 
evog uct Bralouerog, yrtyndeig avanetéoag tag INoag aga 
maoug TAS entothwag Elogely, nai wlyvvodae God xaFoaee tiv 
evOEeoTEgay; 

3 
D JIP2. Ovxovr ywy’ oida,  Sduoares, 6 ti tig Av BAd- 
mroto mdoug hofov tag GAhag émtotiuac, &ywv Tag metas. 

XQ. Meda 61) tag Evyundoag peiv sig tiv cig ‘Onrjoov 
nal pce mountings juLoyayneiag brodoyny; 

TIP. Tevv pév ody. 

32. Medeivra. noi ndhliv ini civ cav jdovar mnyiy 
iréov. otc yag dtevondnuey adtds juyyvror memtov, ta THY 


Kal rots dAdows Spolws] Many notes question, we might read cuolotc, and 
have been written in defence and ex- omit xai: “Using, in building and in 
planation of these words. If they are other things, patterns like the circles, 
correct, we must understand by them, ze. divine.” 
using other pattern figures in the same pro-yayxelas] Hom. Jl, 4. 452, ‘Og ote 
manner as the circles. Compare below, yeluappor motapol xar dpeape déovtes 
Tautov xal adtjSea, the same as truth. “Es ptoyayxetav oupBdddetov oBoruov 

* But as it is not the manner of using Udwo. 
but the things used, which are here in olg yap SrevoyPnpev] It is vain to 
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dln div udev obn éeyéve? fuiv, adhe did 1d n&oav aya- 
Mav Emlotrpny sic Tadtoy pedsiuEr aIQdag nai mododer TeV 
fovea. 

TIPQ. *AlySéotara héyers. 

SQ. *Qoe 7) Bovletecdor vqiv nai megi cay Edovdr, 6- 
TEQa nai Tatras mdoug aIQdag aperéor }} nai cotter medrag 
pEeFetréov iiv Oo adndeic. 

TIPQ. Tok’ te duapéger medg 7° cogdleay mewrag tac 
GAndEtg capeivec. 

32. Medtsiodov Oy, ti dé werd taita; ag ovn et wév 
ives avayncion, nademeg exsi, Evupexréov nal radcae; 

TPQ, TLS? ob; 

22. Tag y aveynaiag dycovdev’ ei dé ye xa xaddmed 
tag téxvag méoag aBhaBég te nai wpélimor iv enioracda 
dic Biov, uci viv On tadvtd éyomev regi THY FOover, Elreg 
maoas ndovag HecFar did Biov oyupégory # Fuiv zori xai 


GBhapéc Gao, mous Evyxeacéov. 
IPQ. Ildg obv 61) wei atte tovror héyousr; nai wdc 


TEOLEOLEY ; 


2Q. Ody Huds, & Tedtagye, dieqwray xo, tag Hdovdg 
S adbrdg nai tag qoovroes, dtunvydavomévovg tO ToLrvd GA- 


AjAwy méet,— 
IIPQ. To moior; 


\ 


32. ’Q gil, w&k# hdovds ies yon meocayogetey etc’ 


Gdw otwody ovoucri, wav oin dy déaod oixeiy werd qoo- 


look for any coherence in this passage 
so long as we retain ws ydo. The 
sense requires oig yap. For the parts 
of the true sciences, with which we first 
proposed to mingle them, were not suf- 
Jicient for us. I have also changed the 
place of nowdtov, which commonly fol- 
lows ydpta, where it has no meaning. 

Tas y' avayxalas Sirovlev] These 
words are commonly given to Pro- 
tarchus, but Ficinus had long ago 
seen that they belong to Socrates. Van 
Heusde thought them spurious. Stall- 
baum defends them on the ground that 
SymovlIey in asseverando haud infre- 
quens. No doubt; but with an appeal 
to another for his assent. “Must we 


Platonis Philebus. 


mix the necessary pleasures?” “I see 
no objection.” “I presume you do not, 
if they are necessary.‘ This way of 
laughing at the question and answer, 
as if there could be any question about 
what was necessary, is quite in Plato’s 
manner. In the following sentence ob- 
serve the very artistic finish of the 
antithesis in an énverted order. téyvas 
Trdoas == Tous Wdovac, aBAaBes Te xa 
Speywov = aunpeoov te xal dBhaBés, 
éxlotasSat == nSeo%at. This shows how 
false is the sagacity of those who smell 
out an interpolation here. In Pro- 
tarchus’ answer, A¢ywuev refers to é- 
youev, and moudpev to Evyxpatdoy. 
pera hpovicews 4 adorns] The Books 


8 


E 
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is s x . re 
moewe, i) mcéons yogis [rod pooveir]; dian wey mQ0G Tavre 
x 
160 abtag avayxoudtatoy sivot Aéyeev,— 


TPQ. To zxoiov; 
* 2 
32, “Ou, aiaeD éuoxgoodey Fearn, TO mévoy “zal €on- 


3 ? , 
bape 
© Ayuov’ evry ¥e “ny iyotpeda yeveoy dquozay tv avd? Evdg 
owvoinety uly tO tod yeyvwoxery cahad te marta xed abtiy 


pov [sidimaeves] elval te yévog ote metvy te Ovvardy ovr 


ai civ tydv tedéog [sic] divayuy éxcocys. 

TIPQ. Kai uchdg y siginate va viv, phoomer. 

SQ. -Ooddg. mddey coivey werd vobto, [chy pedryow nai 
rov voty dveomtnréor.] "AQ hdovdy te meoadetod év th Evy- 
xodon; gainer dy ab cov vorw te nai riy pedvyow avegutdr- 

Tloiwr, paiey ty tows, poorer; 

TIP. Einoc. 

SQ. ‘O dé 7’ heregog Adyosg wera coir’ zoriv Bde. 
dhntéory exelvaug Hdovais, groouey’, dg’ eve mQocdeiod” 
iuiy tag psylotag fdovag Evvotuovg elvar nai tag opodgord- 
tac; Kai mic, © Swxgares; qaiev dv, al y° eurodiopara 
ze uvol iuiv 2yovor, tag woyde év aig oixotuer tagdrrovoc 
[dud pramudg Hdovds], nai yiyveodai ve hud viv cexny ove 
sor Tae te ylyvouer Nucv vénrva wg tO modd, Ou cyédeay 
Any ercorcodoo, marvtdénaor tapFetgovory; dAhag 5° Hdo0- 
vag Gdndeig xai xadaeds ag Elzeg, oxeddr oixetag tiv ¥d- 


TEC. 


D TIg6¢ 


TALS 


have p. © mdons W Ywpls Tov gpoveiv. 
There seems no ground for the omis- 
sion of waddov in an ordinary prose 
passage, and the attempt at variety in 
Ppovyjcews, tov povetv, is very poor. 
Nor is there any fairness in the alters 
native “either with all or without any”. 
For these reasons I have preferred peta 
@povijcems, 7] méong ywels. In the 
next paragraph conte’ is obviously 
an interpolation. 

obriy av thy] The MSS. have some 
ty avtyy, others ad tiv auryy. The 
reason for this answer of the Pleasures 
is that they like that which appreciates 
the nature of each of themselves. I have 
ee written txaorns and cancelled 
€ 

[Tv bpdvyciw Kal rdv voty dvepery- 


téov]] The verbali is plainly out of keeping 
with Qaiuey ay, and both the repetition 
of vovv xal godvyaty, and still more 
the would-be variety in “we must ask”, 
“we shall say, asking”, is most clumsy. 
Another conclusive reason against the 
genuineness of these words is the po- 
sition of av; for the opposition com- 
mences at méAtv, and there was nothing 
to prevent the author writing tiv gpd- 
vyow av xak Tov votv. But the simplest 
argument is, that if Plato had written 
TY Opdvyaw xal Tov voby dveowtytéoy, 
he would have had no motive for ad- 
ding anything whatever to Qaipev dv. 

[Bia pavikds 4Sovds]] This is no doubt 
a true explanation ; but who would ever 
dream of saying a NSoval TOAPATTOVILY 
Yas ud wavixds iSovac? 
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nat edg tabtoug TAC ped? byelag xed tod ow—peoreir, 
nal On xai Evpmcong ageric, bndoa xad ante HEov drcadot 
payroeetvas one Svvaxohov dover HONEY tavtag piyve' tag 0 
cel wet” aepgodivng nai tig chdyg nantag Exouévas rohan scOU 
dhoyio TH vg puyvivoe tov Bovdduevoy 6 te nahhecery idovca 
nel aoraoiagrordry pik nod xedory ev vadry wodely méL- 
etoIm, ti now ty 0 crdgunp zai tH mwavel méqpreeev dpa- 
Gov not 


wile, 


ro yee Dx 88 3 , , 3? > 
tiv iWéav avviv sivai mote povrevtéor. ae orn 
> 3 ~ ‘ > , ~ 

EUPOQOVUS Tata nal éxovtwg sartdy TOY vorv PLoouEr tzéo 


a) ig . ¢ ‘ ~ ~ 
d avtobd xai ponung nai doENg OgITS amoxgivacda Te viv 


Onvérta; 
ITPQ. 


Havrernaot pév ovr. 


2 ~ 
SQ. -Adhe wy noi code y avayncior, nai otx thdwg by 


mote yévorto avd av Ey. 
IPQ. 
22. 

, io W ¥ wy 

yiyvowto ote ey yevousvov etn. 
TIP. Tag yee 
32. Ovdaucds. 

tabtn, Aéyete ot te 


To notov; 


a” % 
av; 


é « > ~ ~ 
Qe uy wisomev adydevar, on ay mote tort adndas 


Gad” et tivog ete meocdet tH ovyagdoe 
not DihnBos. 


» \ ‘ ~ g 2 % 
Euoe lev yao xadarmeger 


, 2 , a” ~ > , t Cc ~ 
x0GMLOG tig aowmatog aeEwy xahds euWdyov Cwpatog 6 vir 


Ldyog arepycodo paivercu. 
‘ 3 
TPQ. Kai duoi tolvvr, @ 


Tatras plyvur tds] All subsequent 
Editors have adopted this brilliant con- 
jecture of Van Heusde for tavta¢ t- 
yuvtas. 

kal ri’ iSdav adrhy] Of the various 
changes which might be proposed for 
the removal of the difficulty which this 
sentence presents, I think the most pro- 
bable would be xal kara tiv’ ld¢av av- 
tiv elval mote wavtevtéov. Compare So- 
phist, 252, A. doo. xar’ el8n ta Ovta 
XAT soured. Hoavtwctyovta etvat pact. 

éxdvras éavrdv] This is a playful 
allusion to the phrase vovv éydvtms. 

kdapos Tis dordparos dpEwv] Socrates 
speaks of his present argument (6 viv 
Acyos), that is the speculation concern- 
ing combinations and what admits of 
them, as concluded; he compares it to 


Swxoates, ovtw héye dedoxda. 


the invisible power which orders the 
world, because it is capable of regulating 
man’s life. Nothing can be simpler or 
clearer than this passage, and yet it 
has been twisted into the most absurd 
fancies, such as the following: Descripta 
est adhuc mixtionis ratio, atque osten- 
sum, quonam ejus elementa esse debeant, 
ita ut 1d mépas, Td Garetpov, et Td 
Evppicrydpevov in mixtione ista jam nunc 
conspiciantur. (td Evptaydjevov in 
mixtione, would imply that tO Eup 
ptoydpevov is something | different from 
mixtio; if so, it is té ametpov and té 
mépag.) And again: Quippe voluptatis 
constituunt veluti corpus, sapientia vero 
Wuxyqv. Of all this metaphysical cob- 
web not a single thread belongs to 
Plato. 
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C 32. 7Ae ody eni ev ToIg tod ayadov viv Tn meoF gots 
[uci] cig otihosws epeotaves [hg tot torodcov] Aéyovteg tows 
Odds ty tive TodmoY PoipmeEr ; 

TIPQ. ~Euoi your doxsi. 

SQ. Ti one av cH EvuptSer ceywcsracoy cc noi pwchor’ 
altiov iver Odgerev ay tuiy tod maou yeyovévcea mreocGpLAy THY 
covadeny dudIeow; totto ydg idvteg pete Toit’ eioxeyd- 
peda, vd? FOorh elite [ch] vi meooprvécregoy nai oinerdregov 
dv t@ mavet Evvéornner. 

D IIPQ. "Ogdhc: tovro yde sis thy upioww hiv éori Evp- 
poguratov. 

32. Kai wiy nai Evumcong ye wikews ov yoderdv ideiv 
any aitiar, dv hw } wavvog a&la ylyverou trLoovy i) TO magé- 
mov ovoEvoc. 

TIPQ. Tag héves; 

32. Ovdsig mov toix” avIgdrwy ayvoet. 

ITPQ. To moiov; 

BQ. “Ore méteov nai vig Evupméroov Pioews uy tvyovtou 
Fetoovy nai Onwoory Evyxeaoig mwiou && aveyung anddavor ve 
TE nEQarVYWLEVaA nai mOWTNY abtHy. OvdE yee “edocs, GAAG THC 

Etxoatog Evunepoonuén alndos h vova’cn yiyveroe éxcotov 
dvewsg ‘Toig uExtnévorg Evupood. 

TIPQ2. ?Alndéotara. 

32. Nov 0} xaranégevryey Hiv } tayadod bres sig 


tiv cov xehovd gio. wetrdtng yag noi Svupérora xchdog 
Ojov nai ager martraxod Evupaiver yiyvecIau. 

IPQ. Tevy wév ody. 

32. Kai wiy chpdacy y papery aitoig &v th xecos 
pEemty Fo. 

TPQ. Tov ye. @ \ 

65 SQ. Ornody e uh pug dvvewed iéq, tO ayadov [Inoed- 
oou,| otvteuoe AoBortec, ucdder not superole kai alydeta, hé- 
[ka(]] By cancelling this word we ar- owner. 

rive at the right construction, éxt tot¢  £vpdopd] Observe the play on the 
TpoTvpots THs TayaIod olxyjcews. Tis word Evurepopyery. 
To Totovtov seems to have been in-  erptorys] This answers to dpéty, 


serted after this intrusive xal had made and Evpyetola to xdAdos. 
tijs olxyjsews seem to be without an AaBdvres] This has nothing to do 
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c fo cs a > ~ 
youer wo vobto tolov ev ogddtar’ dy aitvacaiveda [er] vev 


év tH Supplber, nod due cove 
yeyoveret. 
ITP2. "Ogdecara wer ovy. 


Cc d : 
ws ayadov Ov covodrny cdciy 


Pi , = ~ 
22. “Hon toivvy, & Tgdraeye, ixavog hiv yévow dv 
€ ~ ‘ € ~ 
OOTLOOLY xQLTNS NOOVAG TE mwéQL xd PoovyoEwWs, budtEQoY adv- 
~ a > td _ 
tov Tov agtotov Svyyevéoregoy te nai tidvegov ev avIou- 


moIg Té ote vai FeEoic. 
HPQ. Aydov wév, Guws 
Bédtvor. 


OD oby tH doy dnvekel Feiv 


32. Kad ty Exaovoy voivev véiv coudy medg vip Hdoviy 
xai TOV vovv xolvomer. det yao ily novégy uadhov [Svyye- 
vég] Exaotov atrar amovewoduer. 

IPQ. Kedhovg uai alydeiag noi weteroryntrog mégu héyers. 

32. Nat. medrov 6é y’ adndetag AoBodt, @& Towragye- 
xai hoBowevoc, Bléwag eig teia, vorv nai aljdecay xai fdo- 
viv, mokty éntoxyeav yodvov, ardxeuvar caved, mdregov for) 


Evyyevéovegoy 1) voto adndeia. 


‘ 


with catching, though the scribe who 
interpolated Snpevoat thought so. The 
infinitive to be understood is daPeiv. 
No (Sdat can be the instrument for 
ensnaring or seizing on tayaSdv. We 
have in fact found it; and we form our 
notion of it, (compare énedSav éBys, 
17, c) not, by a single but by a triple 
character. For this reason as ovy is 
quite inappropriate (else we should also 
read ovv wg), I have written ovvtptot, 
and as the three characters have been 
repeatedly mentioned, and are soon to 
be mentioned again, as Beauty or Sym- 
metry, Measure, and Truth, I have 
changed oupuetola into gupetpla. todto 
is manifestly taya$dv, and this they 
consider the cause tay év tH Evpuléer, 
which is not quite so easy as it looks. 
For tdya%dv is not spoken of as the 
cause of the ingredients; and if ta év 
tH EvuulEer does not mean these, it 
must be constrained to mean the triple 
conditions of a good mixture just men- 
tioned. But perhaps this constraint 
would be no longer felt, if we could 
find out what is lurking under the cor- 


rupt ofov év. Indeed it is not so cer- 
tain that toy itself is correct, for the 
repeated dv in aittacalyes’ &v, which 
I have omitted as intolerable in Attic 
prose, might make one suspect that 
aittacalyed’ avtay was to be read, 
and that some word like mapovotas had 
preceded. The argument is very plain. 
There is dya3dv in xpaorc, for all 
prefer the mixed to the unmixed. But 
wetpov, xdAdog, aAvjJera must be pre- 
sent at all xopdoet¢; therefore we may 
conclude that these three represent that 
one, and that dya3év is the cause of 
their presence in the xpos, and that 
the xpdotg is good (tTotavtHy) because 
of the Good that causes it. 

[Evyyevés]] This word I have put in 
brackets. If any one wishes to retain it, 
he must insert w¢. But although Socra- 
tes afterwards uses this figure of speech, 
—nétepov dovy Evyyeveotepov—it is 
not wanted, and its absence is fully 
compensated by the verb drovepovuev. 
“To which of the two shall we rather 
declare Measure, Beauty, and Truth to 
belong ?” 
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TIPQ. Ti dé yodvou dei; odd ydg, oipor, dropégetor. 
fdovl) wer yag endvtwv alalovicrator, wg dé hoyog, nai év 
taig ndovaig taig mege cagendiore, af dn wéyroroe doxotow 
elve, zai vO esuogneiy ovyyryouny etdnpe maga Iewy, wg xO- 
Sdneg waldwv tov Hover vorv ovdé tov Ghipotov nEentnuEe- 

Dvr: voig O° Heoe vadcov nai ahyderc gory 7) mavrwy OpoLds- 
tavov te xa adn déoraror. 

XQ. Ovnory 6 pera codro viv wetoudryta wocdtwsg oxé- 
Wai, mdvegov For Poornoews 7, Podvnorg HOovig mAEio nEx- 
TNTaL ; ' 

TIP2. Evoxenréy ye nai vadryy oxé rr soopépdyeasg. oi- 
jae ¥dQ HOovig mév nai mEoryagetag OvdEv THY GrtWY mEPuAos 
aueroutegoy eigsiv kv tiva, vod dé nai escrotiping eupetQed- 
ceoov otd ay Ey zote. 

xO 


E X22. Kade stenuac. Bug 8 ete héye TO TQttov. vors 
juiv xdddovg perethype mheiov 7} vO tig Hdovag yévog, wor’ 
givae xchdin voov Hovis, 1) tovvavetoy ; 

IITPQ. 2AM ody podvnow wév nad voir, @ Neugaceg, ot- 
deig menor’ OVS inaQg ott? vag aioxyedy ovt eidev ovt 
ecevdroey ovdagh ovdauds ovtE yeyvousvoy ovr Brea ovT’ 
BOOMEVOY. 

32. “Ooedas. ; 

JIPQ. “Hdovag 6é yé mov, nai atta oyeddv tag meyiovas, 
Otar taper Oouevoy ovtvody, 3) tO yehoiov ea? adtaig 7) v6 

66 xdvtwy atoxotor Exduevov OgdvtEs, adtol y aioxvvousta nal 
agpavilovtes xovmtomuev 6 te wahota, vunti marta Ta ToLiTa 
dwdrteg, OS Pig ov déov HodV advtea. 

32. evry 0} gio, © Tedtagye, ind t ayyéov 
[méurwv] xai ragodor podtur, wy ion) xtnw ove gore 7E0- 


Gperpdrepov .. éuperpdrepov] I have Atticisms is 3 part and no small part 


followed the authority of the oldest MS. 
Buttmann, though disposed to extend 
the analogy of axpotépoc, apodpdreeos 
&e. to compound words, and io consider 
evtexvwtéoo0g and such like as licenses 
taken by the Attic poet in unusual 
words, is content to await a fuller in- 
duction. The presence of these forms 
in a MS. which has preserved so many 


of the kind of proof which he wanted. 

*AXN ovv) Here again the MSS. and 
Edd. have "Ap’ ovv, which is evidently 
out of place where an admission is made 
in answer to a previous question, and 
where the only answer made by the next 
speaker is "OpYdc. 

[wéprav]] un dyyéhov podtet is the 
same as ayyddovsg méunwy ppater. 
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aac mein ney mn Tel pérgov ne 


TO MEeTQuoy “ai xeigLoy xai nev drdou toLadve xn vouitery 


tay atdvov rtoenodet pou. 


, ~ ~ ~ 
IPQ. Watvetae yoiv én tov. viv heyoudvor. 


7 ‘ ‘ 
22. Asitegov iy segi 16 ovppergov nai xahov nai v6 


, * 3 ? , ~ ~ 
téheov nai avo nal mevd Ondoa cig yevedg ad cadryg eoriy. 


TPQ. “Eowze yoiv. 


TS , , c ~ 
22. To coivev coivoy, cg eur) wavtela, vodv xai pod- 


mow tIEig ole AY Ueya TW TIC Ghydelag mages IoLG. 


IIP2. “Tows. 
vO 


a 


x ae j 5) : eo ea, o 
4g ov [ov tévegta,] & rig oyic abtiig esener, 


’ ~ 
éntotjuag te nal véyvag nai ddEag bedds hexyIeloag, cai 


z x \ ~ \ , wv ~ 2) ~ > ‘ > 
Elval Ta EOS TOS TOLOL TETHOTEH, ELTCEQ TOV ayodov é0TL uad- 


hov tng Hdovns svyyeri; 
TPQ. Te? tev. 


22. Heuntag toivvy, dg doves edepev ahdsoug bgead- 
jevor, nortagac erovontonrres TIS Wuxis adrie, enrotixects, 


tag 0° aiothjoeouw, Excouévag; 
TTPQ. “Tows. 


22. “Extn 0 av yeved, pyoiv Oogevs, uatanatoare x0- 


ouov aodig. atae nvdvvece 


Comp. Eur.’ Alcest. 737, 738. But vt 
ayyéiwv néunev is nothing at all. 
ro.aira xpi] The MSS, are divided 
between torauta yor} and yor tctatra, 
_ the former, which alone makes sense, 
being supported by the inferior MSS. 
tiv aidiov nipiicba piow)] 1 have 
discussed the proper reading and inter- 
pretation of this passage in my Intro- 
duction. With regard to the expression 
thy dtSwov mua in place of a&yadév, 
which he has all along been employing, 
it is not difficult to see that Plato here, 
knowing that the mere argument is 
virtually at an end, breaks loose from 
dialectic trammels and allows his en- 
thusiasm full play. It is to be noticed 
that he uses the word af8to¢ which to 
a common hearer meant only perpetual 
or eternal, in a further sense with which 
his scholars were familiar, of the in- 


+ € ©. , / ? cr 
nat O muéregos Aoyog ev Excy 


visible or undiscoverable. That for the 
sake of which all things are is the end, 
and being the end it cannot be ex- 
plained, as other things are, by that to 
which it belongs, or of which it is the 
effect; but its name is also its defini- 
tion. It 7s, and there is nothing beyond. 

THs GAnOelas] These words are in- 
troduced with a certain bye-purpose of 
shewing that this vot¢ owes its place 
to the Truth of which it is the reali- 
sation. 

[od rérapra]] If tétapta is in its right 
place here, it is of.no use lower down; 
but it seems better placed there than 
here. 

émorhpats] The MSS. have éntoty- 
prac, taic Se. The scribe was put out 
by the want of td¢ peév, but it is under- 
stood in tag 5¢, according to a common 
idiom. : 


B 


C 
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D xarareravuévog elvee noice. +O Ot) mete TavH tiv ovder 
Lowrcdv hiv Goreg vepahiy arodovvar toig eignuévors. 

ITPQ. Ovnotr xen. 

SQ, "TI. dh, v6 coeicov tip owrhge vov adtoy dLopogrved- 
evo Adyou émcegeloper. 

IIP2. Toiov 3% t6 teivov, @ Sdueares; wg DidyBog va- 
yador écidero huiv fdoviy elvou m&oav nai mdven; wg yd@ 
Zornag, theyeg aguiog tov 2 doyxig éxavahapety deiv hdyor. 

X32. Nal, v6 0€ ye pera corr axotwuer. zyo yee On 
xatidov esceg vor On dvedijdvda, nai dvozegdvag tov DrdnBov 
Aéyor od udvov adhe noi KAAwv mohkducg pvelwr, elov ws 
fdovig ye votg etn pone Bédudy te nai Xevvov tH THY av- 
Sownor Biv. 

TIPQ2. *Hy caivta. 

32. ‘Y¥nontetwv Oé ye nai GAN sive wohda, sizoy we, 
ai Pavey Te TOVTWY apo BédtLov, bréQ THY dEvTEQEiwY vp 
moog Hdory Evvdiapayotunv, Fdovy dé noi devtegetwv oregn- 
doLTO. : 

TIPQ. Eizes ya ody. 

32. Kai pete caita ye wavtwr inavecacoy tovrouv ovdé- 
tegov [txavdr] eéparn. 

TIPQ. °Alndéorara. 

32. Ovnotvy novtdnacw ev tottp tH loyy -xai voig 
aniddanto noi Hort py te cayoddy 7° ated pndétEgov at- 


KE 


67 


7d tplrov t® cwriipt] A common 
proverb for adding the finishing stroke 
to any performance. The third libation 
was offered to Zet¢ Dwr. 

TIotev 84] If the reader will look 


and for ravtedy, which is absurd, put 
TaVTY- 

[ixayvdv]] The interpolation of this 
word is easily accounted for, if we 


into any ether edition, he willsee wherein 
1 have departed from the received text. 
The reasons for so doing need scarcely 
be given. DlinBog x. t. & in the mouth 
of Socrates is made to cut Protarchus’ 
question Iotov 8% té tettov; in two, 
making nonsense of both halves, and 
looking like nonsénse itself. I have 
joined it by w¢ to that part of Pro- 
tarchus’ speech, where it must occur 
to give sense to Socrates’ answer. I 
have also added ydp to the second wc, 


suppose that the reading of the Cois- 
linian ndvtwyv ixaveitata godvy was 
founded on some old copy. For in this 
way there was no predicate to ovS¢re- 
pov. Afterwards the correctors of the 
copies which, like the Bodleian, re- 
tained txavtatov, on collation with such 
another copy, adopted the reading, not 
suspecting that it was invented as a 
salve to a corruption from which their 
own text was exempt. 

a&rf\dkaKro] This confirms my con- 
jecture on Thucydides 1, 138: where 
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~ x ~ ~ ~ 
TOL Elva, OTEQGUEVOY aiTUgKElag KEL THg Tov tnavor “al TE- 


héov Ovvemews; 
TIP2. ’Oe96race. 
22. 


> 
Davévtog dé y° &dAov toeitov xeeittovog tobtOLY Exa- 


, Jz - ~ 
téQov, vel ad vovg Hdovyg oixeldtegoy xai weoo@véotegoy B 
MEPAVTOL Viv TH TOD MudrtOg iWéq. 


IIPQ2. Tae yee ov; 


22. Ovnoiv néunrvoy xared viv xugtow, jv viv 6 hoyoc 
anepivaro, yiyvort av h cys HOovrig ddvemtc. 


TIP2. *Eowey. 


3Q.° Tgdcov dé ye, ote? By of mdvteg Bbeg ve nai tnroe 
nai talha Evurcarta Ineia pao. tH tO yale dudxew* otg 
mLotEvovtes, oreo marterg Boro, Of mMOALOi xolvovoL TAS 
jdoveg sig tO Loy huiv ev xparioras eivor, uai tov Ingiwy 
Zowrag olovtar xvelovg elven ucotveac ucddov [7 code] cay ey 
Moton prdoodpy meparteruéroy Excotore Adywv. 

IIPQ. VAlndéorata, & Swxeates, eiojoFai cou vov Hn 


payer &ravees. 


32. Ovxory nai agieré we; 


zt 
IPQ. Sumeoy tu 16 howndyv, w Swxoarec: 


ov yao O1) 


, >, 2 ~ 4 c ~ C u f X 
mOVv OV Y GTEQELG MOOTEQOS HuwY. VLaOUVHOW Dé OE Ta he- 


TEOMEVE. 


he says in speaking of the character 
of Themistocles: xpivac 8° ixavav ovx 
anyjAdkaxto. “He did not shut himself 
up from men capable of judging.” For 
my tt—ye the Books have wx to—ye, 
which is a blunder of continual occur- 
rence. 

TIparov S€ ye, o08’ dv] The second 
class of MSS. and lusebius have the 
reading ovx dv, which, if it be written 
o¥, xav would be no way inferior to 


that in the text. 

pao. to 7d Xalpay Side] They 
declare it, not by word, but by deed, 
by following pleasure. 

év Moto] Compare Laws 899 &, éy 
te Movants ovx cosas Vuvovmevar; not 
by the Muses, but in songs inspired by 
them. I have put 7 tovs in brackets. 
The same double construction after a 
comparative is offered by the MSS. in 
a passage of the Huthydemus. 
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TRANSPOSITIONS AND INTERPOLATIONS. 


Those who have not paid much attention to the Critical History 
of our Texts will probably think that they cannot have suffered 
much from the placing of words out of their proper order, and 
that consequently we ought not to rely on corrections attempted 
by means of transposition. But if any one will take the trouble 
to compare the various readings of the MSS. say of Thucydides 
or Plato, he will find instances continually recurring in which 
one copy differs from another in this respect, although in others 
it presents very few diversities of reading. Again if he will 
search for those cases where a transposition of two or more 
words restores the sense of an otherwise hopeless passage, he 
will soon find that their number accumulates far more rapidly 
than he had expected. Nor will it be long before he is able to 
make a considerable muster of sentences in which a word has 
straved so far from its place that it is found at the other end 
of the sentence, or even in another to which it cannot belong. 
And not only single words or phrases, but whole sentences have 
thus changed places, as in those parts of Tragedy*where the dia- 
logue consists of alternating lines or couplets, and the sense has 
enabled critics to discover the places to which these originally 
belonged. These faults of transcription are no more than we 
should have a right to expect: for in the first place it is nothing 
unusual that a scribe should leave out one or more words, or 
that having left them out he should place them where the reader 
will notice the omission, or that his copyist should in his hurry 
fail to observe the mark in the text corresponding to another 
in the margin which shewed where the words were to be in- 
serted; or if the first writer was content to write the words in 
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the body of the text, with certain letters to shew that two parts 
of a sentence were to be read in an inverted order, it was no 
wonder if the transcriber neglected those letters. Some of these 
transpositions are so strange that one can scarcely figure to one- 
self the state of the MS. in which the blunder first began. 

I give two instances of this; of which the first is from the 
Plutus vv. 119-20, 


Th. 6 Zevg wiv obv of0 ao... .. 2. eee du’ el 
mUGOIT Le viv & ov tovto dea; 


The first place where I have left a gap is commonly filled up 
with the words te tovrwy wae and the second with cv éntoi- 
wee. The result is that you are obliged to take t¢ wae for tv 
pogicv, that the speaker must be understood to say rovtwr of 
those whom he is addressing, that Jove is represented as likely to 
punish one person for the folly of two others with whom he has 
nothing to do, and that we have to digest such an order of 
words as we can find no match for in all Greek literature. But 
transpose these, and fill up the first gap with av ézitgipere, and 
the second with rovrwumwes, and you get 
IT. 6 Zevdg wév ovbv oid wg av énitoiperé w, ef 
mvGorto todr. Xo. w wae, viv 6 od tovto Sec; 
In the Heraclide of Euripides the following verses (682 foll.) 
occur. 
Ozoanwv. 
{uot medg Gov pagov nv sinsiv 2xog. 
Tolwos. 
not wa wstaczeiv y ddnivov payns gilois. 
Ozoanov. 
* 4 8 & 8 & & # & K 
"Toleos. 
ti 8, ov Pévoime nav éyo Ov aonidos; 
Organov. — 
Bévoig av, Glad nedoPev adtog av néoors. 
Tohwos. 
ovdsig Eu eySowmv mocoBlénmav avéterat. 
Ozoanov. 
* 8 & &© © © HS & & K 
"Iodaog. 
GW’ oy payoivra y aguduov ov ehaccoot. 
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Ozoanav. 
Gpingov td Gov Gyxwpa moootifys gliois. 

I have written payotvro: for wayotuot because Iolaus is thinking 
of his enemies, as we see from his foregoing speech, and his plea 
is that at least he will help to make up the number on his side. 
“Our enemies shall at least fight men not fewer in number.” If 
this wanted confirmation, it would be confirmed by the answer 
Guixgdv x. t. &. But how are we to fill up the gaps? Here are 
two lines for the purpose which I give from the MSS. and Edi- 
tions; they both begin alike. 

1. od Zor ay dpe tecdua, wy Sewang yEoos. 

2. obm Yorw, @ rar, Arg Hv Gwyn oédev. 
Tf we ask the merest beginner which answers best in either pas- 
sage, he will say that nothing can be more appropriate than to 
remind an old man of ‘his weakness, when he threatens to join 
the battle, nor more inappropriate than when he counts on his 
enemies flying from his very look; and that as the proper answer 
to the last boast would be to tell him, that /ooks do not wound, 
so the same observation is altogether foreign to the purpose, 
when the old man has just said, “It is not worthy of me to re- 
fuse to share the fight with my friends”. Now the Books all 
agree in the very opposite decision, and assign no. 1. to the first 
gap and no. 2. to the second; and what is far more wonderful, 
Elmsley mentions the change, which was first proposed by Mus- 
grave, without giving the slightest hint that he even thinks it 
probable. 

In the Iphigenia Taurica vy. 513 foll. we find the same error. 
Iphigenia asks the unknown Orestes whether he will tell her 
something. Orestes answers that he will, And now that we 
are on the tiptoe to know what question Iphigenia will ask, 
because we naturally expect the first unravelling of the plot 
from the answer thereto, she breaks into a sentimental reflexion. 

nal unv moPevog 7 Hddeo 2 "Aoyoug pokav. 
to which Orestes answers very naturally, “You may be glad to 
see me here, but I am not so glad to be here”: after which in- 
terruption the expected questioning and answering begin. But if 
we take this interrupting couplet out of the way and put it im- 
mediately after Iphigenia has learnt that the stranger is from 
Argos, in this order, 
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pryas § anijoug mareidoc, 7 mole twyn; 
pevyo tooxov ye dn tw ody Exov Exov. 
noi uyv motewog y yAdeg 2 “Agyous mokoiv. 
ovnovy Zuavtad y, ef 68 col, od tovm Sea. 
ae av ti wor moaceag av éya Sto; 
a> y bv wagéeym tys éuns Svomeakiag.— 
we find each verse naturally arising out of that which precedes 
and introducing to that which follows it. 

For the some reason, to such a line as this (Jon 1295) 
Euedhes olnsiv tay, guod Bia Ao Bay, 


SHON Om 


the retort 

nomwerte tov médde mw arcéxterves Poa; 
ought to answer without anything intervening; but that passage 
would lead me into another topic, that of wilful interpolation, 
for the four lines xatgdg ye—ySoveg contain nothing but what is 
said with equal clearness further on. 

The same reason does not apply to the passage in the Euthy- 
demus (805, c. D) which I have mentioned elsewhere in this Book 
(p. m1), where the following most necessary connexion has been 
broken by the negligence of some copyist: ofovtar 6° elvar mévtay 
Gopatator dvPedmav, modg dk tH elven nal doxsiv av mavu maga 
moddois, | év O& toig idlorg Aodyors Grav amolypacty, 
tno tov augl Evovdnuor xohovectar. | wore (tov) raga 
mac evdoxiusiv gunoday opis elvat ovdévas wAlovg, 7] tOVS meQl 
pilocopiay avGeunovs. It is true that the words which I have 
here introduced into their proper place, have, where they now 
occur, been the innocent cause of the silly interpolation, elves uiv 
yao tH GAnPele Gpas Gopwtarove, but they were not displaced on 
purpose to make room for an’ interpolation, like the verse in the 
Ion quoted above. 

This whole matter of transposition may be summed up thus. 
If the misplacing of words is an accident of frequent occurrence 
in writing, and the correction of such errors is liable to be mis- 
understood and so tu lead to further confusion; if the examples 
of such confusion are to be found in several places where the 
nature of metrieal dialogue would generally be a safeguard against 
their occurrence; and if these examples often concern not only 
single words but even whole verses, it is unreasonable to refuse 
assent to those conjectural emendations which consist of trans- 
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position, when by such transposition we obtain sentences of which 
the grammatical construction and the sense are such as satisfy the 
reader, because it is most unlikely that good grammar and good 
sense should be produced by accident, and not be the sense and 
the grammar intended by the author. 

The question of the a priort probability of interpolations may 
be disposed of in a few words; probably no one will deny the 
likelihood that words appearing in the margin, where they were 
intended as mere observations, should be mistaken by a copyist 
for restorations of matter omitted in the text; but some persons 
may feel reluctant to believe that the scribes would wilfully in- 
terpolate words of their own, and endeavour to pass them off as 
the words of the author, or perhaps they would concede such a 
possibility only where the text which the copyist had before 
him was corrupt or unintelligible; but this belief that the writers 
of our manuscripts were scrupulous and were generally guided 
by common sense, is altogether contrary to experience. Hundreds 
of passages may be adduced from all the masters of Attic prose, 
to shew that the scribes were in the habit of inserting unneces- 
sary words, words which were intended to eke out the construction, 
and which only serve to confound it, and words which shew that 
the whole drift of the passage was misunderstood. Too much 
stress cannot be laid on the last class, for if we find a clause 
added which either contradicts the rest of the sentence or is 
utterly irrelevant to it, the scribe is at once convicted of deli- 
berate forgery. 

I have already pointed out that in Laws 710, a, the words 
toig 0 éyxgara@s are an antithesis invented to answer to toig pév 
Gxgatae, and that toig uév dxgaraic itself is a corrupt reading, 
for the speaker is describing that vulgar kind of temperance 
which is developed even in children and tn beasts, to prevent their 
being unrestrained as to pleasure, Oneg evGvg maucl xal Pyotos, 
TOD MH axoatws eyety wedg tag YOovac, Evuputoy éxavGsi. I have 
also mentioned a passage in the Phedo, where the difference 
between Plato’s meaning and that of the interpolator amounts to 
a contradiction. For while the one bids us, if we are sure of 
our principle, disregard any seeming contradictions that may arise 
out of it, (yelgey gang av tad adm axelvng oounPévta) the other 
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tells us to hold our principle only provisionally, until such a con- 
tradiction arises. See Phado 101, v. 

In Laws 841, 8, we read, t0 On AavOavev tovtmv dodvta te xadov 
nay adroig Eotw [vourmov] EGe xal dyodpa vourcdiv vouw, 10 dé 
uy hovOaverv atoyodv, add’ od to wy mevtmsg Oedv. If this is cor- 
rect, the writer asserts that zof to do the forbidden things is not 
disgraceful. But so flat a truism never dropped from Plato’s pen. 
Remove 10 62 wy) AovSaverv alsyeov, and then we see that it is not 
to 1} doav that is to be the xadov of these men of weak virtue, 
but that they are to be allowed a lower kind of xwlvv, namely 
16 AevGavev dgavte. And so Plato comments on his own words, 
ovtm t6 te (vulgo todt0) aiczodv av zal xadov devtégms av auiv ev 
TO vou yevduevov xéorto. 

It is difficult to account for such interpolations as those which 
I have pointed out in my edition of the Sympostum (Ep. ad Th. 
pp. XIv-xvi1) and yet they are of continual occurrence in Plato. 
On the one hand we can hardly conceive how any one who 
knew the construction well enough to supply 2aitoépew vuiv 
(Laws 817, c) should fail to see that éeoew had already been pro- 
vided for the same purpose, or why any one should have thought 
it necessary for the sense in Thewtetus 171, c, to add tote xai 6 
Heareyseas wbtos Evyywerjoetat, in order to give construction to 
what follows, when he had before him é dmavtav dea ano tav 
TIgatayogou dggapévav eupioBytycerat, waddov dé y vx’ éxeivov 
Omohoyrjceras. 

But the interpolators are not merely intent on helping out 
the construction by their supplements; sometimes they endea- 
vour to give an additional beauty to the text, as in the follow-. 
ing passage of Demosthenes tz Midium, which I quote instar 
omnium as a specimen of the manner in which our scribes 
thought they could add finishing touches to Attic oratory, 546, a. 
el? vpeig tov oUTMS MUdY, TOY OUTS ayvmmovE, TOY THALZavtac di- 
nag AouBdvovta, wv adttog ydixiotai pyoe povov, (ov yag Hdixyto 
y2,) todtov UBoifovta AaBovtes sig teva tov mokitav apysete, nat 
un? ooras, wn® leodv, wyte vowov, unt adlov undevos medvorav 
Woovuevoy ov xatawynpricte; ov magadsyua moyoere; If ever 
there was a passage where the rules of Art required that nothing 
should interrupt the swelling indignation of the speaker till it 
burst out in one single call to vengeance, it is this one which 
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our copyists have garnished with @myoere and od xarewnpreiede. 
But luckily for us, this second ornament is fastened on to an ac- 
cusative wo.ovuevov, which refuses to hold it. Perhaps those who 
believe that all interpolations in Demosthenes are posterior to the 
MS. 2, will allow this to be an exception; while they are making 
up their minds, let me inform the reader of my suspicion that 
Tov ovT@S ayv@mova is nothing but a foolish dittographia of tov 
oUr@o mov, and that wovoy is an addition but no improvement 
to gyno. 

A very common source of interpolation is the attempt to fill 
up gaps left in the copy, or to complete passages which seem to 
be defective. In at least two passages of the Phzlebus it is pretty 
certain that we have supplements of this kind, but we have no- 
thing to guide us to the detection of these, except the hopeless- 
ness of the present reading; and as long as there are ingenious 
men who undertake to explain everything, (Have they not even 
explained every Chorus in Sophocles, and that too according 
to various readings?) it will be difficult to hold one’s ground 
against such adversaries, who offer positive results against a mere 
ot wavGave. But the tables are turned when we come to pas- 
sages, where we can shew the source of the corruption or prove 
that there is none, as when a marginal note has slipped into the 
text, and then, being treated as a part of it, has been so supple- 
mented as to bring it into harmony with its surroundings. Cobet 
supplies me with an instance from the celebrated fragment of the 
Cretans. Euripides had written gorvixoyevods téxvov Evewnns, 
and a Scholiast had in the Margin explained the first word by 
tig Tugiag. This was by accident incorporated with the text and 
considered as a part of it; but then the Anapestic metre required 
another syllable. This was soon found; and so from that day to the 
Epistola ad Millium, and from it to our own they write or print, 
powinoyevovs mai Tyg Tvelag téxvov Evownns. 

I will give an example of the same kind from the Iphigens‘a 
Taurica. In vy. 464, Iphigenia prays, déEor Guaias, do 6 mag’ yuiv 
r0aog ovy Olas avagaive. Some commentator thinks it worth his 
while to warn the reader that wag’ 7jiv does not mean the Tau- 
rians but the Greeks, and this he does by writing one word, “Ei- 
Anot, When this word comes to be mixed up with the rest, it is 
found very troublesome to the metre, but an ingenious person 
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discovers that if it is placed very near the end with a convenient 
dissyllable of no particular meaning after it, it will give no further 
trouble at least to the metrical critic. And so we have détu du- 
olag, ag 6 mag’ quiv vowog ody dolag"EhAnor Oidove dvapaiva. 
A more striking example is that which I haye elsewhere given 

from the Medea vv. 734, foll. 

nétorGa, IIekiov 8 éySoog eoti por Somos 

Kgéwv te tovtorg 0 conto wey uyels 

dyovcw ob weds’ dv ex yoiog eué. 

Adyog 53 GupBag, nal Gedv dvopotos 

pilog yévor av, xamimnovxedpocty 

obx av niPou, taya wiv yag dodevi, 

toig 8 GABog eoti, xal Jouog tugavvinds. 
Elmsley’s note on xamimnovxevuact is as follows. “xdnixnounev- 
wota legit Scholiasta. énimnovnevuata yoo eior ta dia tov xy- 
Qvypatoy yiyvdweva moog giliay. tH 8 ebGele arti dotinns xéxon- 
tat. Fer yag elnsiv, nal toig exuxnovxevpocw odx av rio. Ai- 
Svpog Oé pyow edeimerv tiv Oia. did ta éxixnovusvpote. Paullo 
ante legitur; wn dudcag 53 gikog yévoro avroig did tov énexnovxev- 
watog. Béher eimeiv, avtl tod éminnovnevmaow. Aeiscer O8 1] dua, 
Latet hie aliquid quod extricare nequeo.” Let us take account of 
the difficulties in the whole passage. First there is me@ei’ av, 
which ought to govern the genitive, and although Porson’s note 
is an excellent one, the question still recurs, “why not éguot 
after the nearer verb?’ For avmmotog in the best MSS. there 
is évwuotos, but this old Scholium by its uy dudoag dé supports 
the former. Then we have xemixnouxevuaot in the text, but the 
scholiasts most certainly read either xdmimyovnedwara, or tam- 
xnouxevpata, or both. Last of all we find in all MSS. and in 
the Scholia ovx dv mi9%o10, which, as Dindorf observes, is the 
contrary of what was to be said. For this reason modern edi- 
tions have adopted Wyttenbach’s tay’ av zido10. But if we look 
at the second Scholium quoted by Elmsley gihog yévoro abrtoig dic 
tov éminnovnxevpatog, we observe a new combination, which 
proves that taximnovxevuata must have been so placed that it 
could be taken, whether rightly or not, as standing éxo xorvod 
to the two optatives pévor dv and odx dv ni$o10; but this would 


be impossible if the verses ran thus: 
Platonis Philebus. 9 
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gihog yévor av temnxnovnedparta, 
ovn av nlBoro. ; 
Therefore the verses must have been so arranged that while 
ovx av midoro taminnovnedpata 
made one line, pidog yévor av followed in such a way as to ad- 
mit of being construed also with the same word. And this is in 
fact the key of the enigma. ovx av mitoro tamnnovneduata 
should have followed immediately on fvysic. But it was left out, 
and afterwards restored at the side or at the foot of the page. 
From hence the last part was fetched and fitted in immediately 
after pllog yévor av: after which ovx dv mi%o10, which still re- 
mained on hand, was admitted into the vacant place. But in the 
meantime the sense contained in ovx av mitoo could not wait 
for all these adjustments; so the corrector made a line de swo, 
and that is the very line which Porson defended. The passage 
therefore should be restored thus: 
nénovda’ Ileliov & éyGodg gori wor Souos, 
Kgéwv te: tovtoig 8 doniows wiv Cuyeig 
ovn av wiFo1o Tamnnovxevucte’ 
Adyots 63 cuuBacg, xal Dedv avamotos 
pihog yévor av, taud wiv yag doPevi, 
toig 6 GABog gori, xal Somos tvgavuxds. 
The construction of the third line is just the same as the Homeric 
H ot vu wot te riPoro. 

In conclusion I will point out some of the most striking inter- 
polations in another Dialogue of Plato which has fared pretty nearly 
as ill as the Philebus, viz. the Politicus. 286, a. waddov 4 meg ta 
weifo. 286, B. dvoxsodds (read 129). 286, D. deiv (read peuegiodut 
and compare 284, 5), 287, a. tdv tovovtmy Aoywv. 287, B. xal 
éunvoots nal dxveoig. (The dialogue is ill distributed, and should 
be arranged thus. zgocpSéyyousda.— N. 3. xai woka ye cuyvov 
eidog. F. uot tH 6 ye—dmuornuy. N. 5. mag yoo;) 288, o. 
mooGayooevdiv. 293, a. doy (read ov av ylyynra). 293, B: 
jyovmeda (comma after deyovtas). 295, a. wayutéoas. (The struc- 
ture is: D708 to toig moddoig moocquov, xal td oe és) td wold, nab 
6 mg ovtmcl. Read fy Exdororg tdv vomwv.) 295, Dv. waged tiv 
ehuida. 295, D. mote vouoernSévte. 297, B. ofol te aa. 298, 
A. avalduota, 299, n. fyteiv, 303, B Asimerau. 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 


I have pointed out several passages in the Ph‘/ebus where the 
dialogue has found its way into the wrong person’s mouth. Si- 
milar blunders have been noticed in the Epistle prefixed to my 
Euthydemus. I will now bring forward two or three more. Po/. 
287, E. mentioned above under the head of interpolations. Po/. 
304, c. N. 3. Touvtyy éxeivav. . Tyv 0 ef dst wavOavev . . 

GU y' Huiv acopaiver dsiv dye; Pol. 306, a. mdvt@e ye unv Onréov 
is a part of the Stranger’s speech. Laws 811, B. wolupaPiar. 


mag ouv .... vonoprvsan; KA. Tod méor héyetg¢; AO. Tod mgog 
tim. .. anoxwlvor. KA. Aéye noi uydéy andxve déyew. In Euri- 


pides’ Jon 1356 foll. every one is now agreed that the dialogue 
should run thus: Iv. deBodv vuv adra tyv texovcav éxmover. Lav. 
nacav d émelOav “Acid, Evgdnng 9 dgovs; Tv. yrdce tad? 
ettos.—But I quote the passage in order to complete its cor- 
rection. When the second line stood as part of a continuous 
speech, it first acquired that 6: which the MSS. offer us. But in 
order to bring 63 in, a transposition was necessary; so the critic 
changed 
‘Aoiad? énéGo nacav, Eigaans # soovs; 

into macav 0° éxehOay ‘Aoiad’. Yet the old reading which he 
altered is obviously correct. "Exsl@dv would mean that he was 
to look for his mother after he had wandered even the world, and 
not while he was doing so, which would require émav. 


FALSE COALITION OF SYLLABLES. 

To teitov érée@ and to teirov 2c’ égc) would be undistinguishable 
in MSS. where neither accents nor breathings were used. In 
Dion. Halic. De Lysia, 7. the words d9ev eludg tovg pev av dea- 
Gat, tovg 2 maGeiv, were until Markland’s time read, ovév elnog 
toug piv avdgac aitodow ei tabsin. A fresh instance of this has 
just presented itself to me in the Politicus 290, v. 40y toivuy wos 
Joxotpmev oiov yertovog iyvoug.... épantecdar. Such is the 
reading of the oldest MS.; some others change ysitovog into yé 
tivoc, but no one has yet pointed out that OLON TFEITONOC 
is a mere blunder for OIONEI TINOC. Even the youngest 
scholar will remember Porson’s correction of éyvaoues 2 icov 
nav VGtartots xaxoig, and Bentley’s of un tive paver ta “Eginéneo. 

9 * 
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OMISSION OF OT. 


One example among many of the confusion caused by the 
omission of od is to be found in the Vatican Scholia on Euri- 
pides printed at the end of Geel’s Phenisse. Androm. v. 103 Thio 
aimed: povadia gorl 176 Sa Evog mooca@nov Donvovyrog: Gore 
to “Aoatidos yas oxjue” 2 povmdia zor. toaypdia yag xab 
Sodn Pde. ovte ta 2v Peopogovpévy gdoueva, ov Fonvei yao. Read, 
1) éotiv adn, 2) od w. 2, 3) odx ade. At other times od is in- 
truded into a text by mistake for another word, or from a mis- 
understanding of the author’s drift. Synesius in one of his letters 
tells his friend that the parcel must by this time have reached 
him, 08 yoo éxeyéyganto; a most whimsical inference. But 
the Bishop wrote col yao. In Thuc. u, 48, ov yde of xaxo- 
mouyovvtes Sinoudtegov apedoisy av tod Blov, ol¢ Zlmig ovx Ear 
ayaGov, the negative spoils the whole argument, which is that 
while the poor have something to hope for, the rich have some- 
thing to fear, and that therefore the rich ought to value life less 
than the poor. 


FAP OTN. 


I have asserted that yae ovv is only admissible, where the 
speaker concedes what another has affirmed. It is not used in 
this sense in Agam. vy. 674, where the Herald after forebodings 
of Menelaus’ shipwreck adds 

yévorto 8 wo deucta: Mevéhewy yoo ovv 

MEO te xal madiGta meoGddxa modsiv. 
Anyone may see that the apparent sense of these words is in con- 
tradiction to the fears that precede, and to the faintly hoping 
ei & ovy that follows. But the passage is not Greek; for 76 Q06- 
Sdxa wolsiv ought tobe either wgocddxe modsicGar or m. wodsiv 
év. The emendation is obvious: “Let us hope that some have 
escaped. Menelaus at least has not the best chance” 

Mevédewv 7 av ov 
MEGtOY TE Kab wadiora weocdoxm modsiv. 





APPENDIX 


EXTRACTS FROM BOCKH’S PHILOLAUS. 


That such an association as the Pythagorean, which united re- 
ligious and political aims with science, should insist on silence 
and should have its secrets, is suited to the nature of the case, 
but it admits of doubt whether the scientific matter, which from 
its very nature is withdrawn from the eyes of the multitude without 
deliberate concealment, can have required to be kept secret by 
means of severe commands. If need for secresy existed, it must 
rather have been in relation to their doctrines concerning the Di- 
vine Nature and its relation to the world and to man, at variance 
as they were with popular belief; and yet these very doctrines, 
expressed in the Pythagorean form, could have been neither dan- 
gerous to the common people nor accessible to them. Nevertheless 
the ancients agree in the firm belief that the doctrines and books 
of the Pythagoreans were a secret of the order, and as there 
were no writings to be procured, either of Pythagoras, or of his 
older disciples or followers, we must at all events allow that they 
told the world nothing; not perhaps however so much because a 
law expressly forbade them, as because custom bred in them a 
certain reserve toward strangers, while for those who had capacity 
and inclination to receive their doctrines oral teaching within the 
limits of the society seemed more convenient, and lastly because 
under these circumstances, there was scarcely any occasion for books, 
whilst again the old members of the order must have been kept 
from writing. by their political occupations, and their life of se- 
clusion, contemplation and asceticism. Yet, if Porphyry is to be 
believed, Lysis and Archippus and the few others who by their 
absence were saved from the ruin of the order, preserved a few 
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feeble sparks of the doctrine, and fearing lest the name of phi- 
losophy should wholly disappear from mankind, and lest they should 
in consequence incur the hatred of the gods, brought together 
writings of the older Pythagoreans and from these, together with 
what they themselves remembered, composed brief memorials, which 
they bequeathed to their sons, their daughters, and their wives, 
with the order not to communicate them to any stranger; and 
so this injunction was handed on from generation to generation. 
Frequent as is the mention of unrighteous and unfaithful revela- 
tion of Pythagorean doctrines, we find little agreement as to de- 
tails. Thus it is related that of the two sects, the cxovopatixol and 
the waSyuartixoi, the former was recognised by the latter as Py- 
thagorean, but the latter were recognised by the former only as 
the disciples of Hippasos, the first according to this story to di- 
vulge Pythagorean matter in a mathematical treatise, and who 
in consequence, met with his death by drowning; yet the same 
Hippasos, according to a more credible account, never wrote any- 
thing. And to say nothing of the poets Empedocles and Epi- 
charmus, Lysis, in an evidently spurious letter, reproaches Hip- 
parchus with having tasted of Sicilian luxury and even of philo- 
sophising in public, for which offence he is said to have been 
‘banished and to have had a gravestone set up for him as for one 
dead. But the blame of having spread abroad Pythagorean writ- 
ings applies more especially to Philolaus, although what is said 
concerning him is no less filled with contradictions than the rest. 
Neanthes, whom even Plutarch designates as credulous, informs 
us that until Empedocles and Philolaus abused their trust, as 
he terms it, the Pythagoreans had been more free in their com- 
munications; Diogenes and Iamblichus tell us that before Philo- 
laus, nobody found out the Pythagorean doctrines, but that he 
first brought out the three celebrated Books which Dion the Sy- 
racusan at Plato’s instance bought for a hundred ming, accord- 
ing to Iamblichus, from Philolaus himself, who had fallen into 
great and urgent poverty, a story which by the bye admirably 
suits a man who is said to have been put to death for aiming 
at despotic power. But then again in order, to some extent, to 
remove the guilt from him, Iamblichus adds that Dion had him- 
self formerly belonged to the Pythagorean connection, and for 
this reason had been allowed to possess the Books, Among older 
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authors the first I shall name is Satyrus the Peripatetic, a con- 
temporary of Aristarchus the grammarian. Diogenes follows Saty- 
rus in his account, and tells us on his authority, that Plato wrote 
to Dion about those Books, and that Dion bought them of Phi- 
lolaus himself; and he adds, from the same author, that Plato 
became very rich through the liberality of Dionysius. Indeed 
one might even suppose that the whole story was invented by 
the spite of the Peripatetics against Socrates and the Academy, 
(a subject which Luzac has well treated in his essay De Digu- 
mia Socratis,) in order to fix a charge of plagiarism upon Plato, 
were there not two older witnesses than Satyrus at hand. Her- 
mippus, who was certainly not a more trustworthy man than 
Neanthes, but yet ancient enough (for he lived under Ptolemy 
Euergetes) assures us, on the authority of an ancient writer, that 
Plato when in Sicily bought the Book written by Philolaus 
from that author’s relations in Dionysius’ service for forty Alex- 
audrian minw, and with its contents composed the Timeus. 
Others again make Plato procure the work in return for having 
prevailed on Dionysius to release 2 young man, the disciple of 
Philolaus, from prison. And Timon the sillographer who flou- 
rished about the 127th Olympiad, has already a palpable allusion 
to this story. For Gellius, after mentioning the purchase of the 
three Books of Philolaus, the money for which Plato is said to 
have received from Dion, quotes Timon as saying that Plato pur- 
chased a little Book for much money and with this as his 
groundwork wrote his Timeus. It is true that Iamblichus, Syne- 
sius and Proclus have referred the passage of Timon to the little 
Book of Timeus the Locrian, a supposititious work of a very 
late date and quoted by no ancient writer before Clemens of 
Alexandria, but Satyrus and especially Hermippus prove conclu- 
sively that what Timon said had reference to the writings of 
Philolaus, and Tzetzes so represents the matter. After attribut- 
ing the Timeus and a great deal besides to the Book purchased 
of Philolaus through Dion, he represents not Philolaus him- 
self as the seller but certain poor women and widows who sell 
the Book under a condition that it must not be imparted to any 
one save a Pythagorean; and I take this opportunity of remark- 
ing that Tzetzes makes Dion buy the Mimes of Sophron also in 
the same manner for Plato. However I do not reckon Timon as 
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the originator of the story, for he so touches upon the matter, 
that it can be understood only by one who knows of it already, 
while Hermippus appeals to an author who made a formal nar- 
ration of it. It is much more likely that the tale was put in 
circulation by some earlicr historian, not perhaps a Sicilian but 
apparently one of the first Alexandrians, as may be inferred from 
the Alexandrian mine. This reckoning according to Alexandrian 
money is indeed not well adapted to commend the credibility of the 
tale, since in Plato’s time no part of Greece reckoned according to 
Egyptian money, and Alexandria was not yet in existence; nor is 
there any great probability that the sum was computed by the 
narrator according to its value in Alexandrian coin, and that a 
statement in some other coin, whether Attic or Sicilian, was the 
basis of this calculation. Lastly, the work could not well have been 
purchased from Philolaus himself, as he can scarcely have been 
still alive in the fourth year of the 97th Olympiad, the time of 
Plato’s first Sicilian voyage. We should therefore have to suppose 
that relations or descendants of his disposed of the work, as is 
indeed asserted by some writers; their statement evidently resting 
upon the notion of the keeping secret of Pythagorean writings 
even after the dissolution of the order, and being at the same time 
intended to set Philolaus free from the reproach of having di- 
vulged them, which others in fact brought against him. But that 
the secresy of the Pythagorean doctrine had ceased long before 
the age of Plato, has already been remarked by Meiners, and one 
can scarcely see why Philolaus, if he taught in Thebes, could 
have had any scruple about writing there; in which case Plato 
may haye acquired an early knowledge of his doctrine. My con- 
clusion is that in all these contradictory accounts about a sup- 
posed purchase of Books, the substantial basis is simply this,— 
that Philolaus was in fact the first to publish a Pythagorean work, 
that Plato had read it and used it according to his manner, that is, 
intelligently and not as a mere transcriber. The former fact is as- 
serted in so many words by an author who deserves all credit, since 
the purpose of his Book was critical, that is by Demetrius Magnes, 
a contemporary of Pompey and Cesar in his work mégt opwvu- 
{ov wountav xat ovyyoapéav, quoted by Diogenes: Totrov yor 
Anuytoiog gv “Ouwvduorg mecitov Exdodvar trav TvPayogunay 
megt puoecs. 
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After which follows the somewhat strangely worded beginning, 
as it purports to be, of Philolaus’ work, of which we shall have 
to speak more than once. Now if, assuming for the present the 
genuineness of the extant fragments, we compare them with 
Plato, we shall find in the Phedrus, Cratylus, Philebus and Tt- 
meus, allusions to Philolaus, upon which however I shall advance 
nothing here, since it is only the consideration of the fragments 
themselves that can justify my assertion; in the Gorgias however it 
seems to me there is a much more distinct reference to Philolaus’ 
work, and although in this as well as in the Phado, where Phi- 
lolaus’ views as to the unlawfulness of suicide are touched upon, 
the knowledge of his doctrines is attributed to hearsay only, yet 
I cannot help observing that in both dialogues this reference to 
hearsay is put into the mouth of Socrates, who had read very 
few books, whereas Philolaus’ tenets are quoted with such dis- 
tinctness, and in the Gorgas, at least, with such particularity, 
as is only possible when one has an author before him in 
writing, seeing that attention is paid even to the expression and 
the words; so that this contrivance about hearsay is a mere figure 
of speech, which accords well with Plato’s irony and by means 
of which he attempts to mask his somewhat unceremonious hand- 
ling of the divine man. But at the same time, we cannot fail to 
perceive that what Plato blames, is not so much the inner sub- 
stance of Philolaus’ view, as the mythical character of his ex- 
position, and more especially the want of clearness and dialectic 
accuracy in his investigation and the oddity of his expressions, 
and this is pretty broadly stated in the Gorgias as well as in the 
Phedo. 

[After this Béckh proceeds to shew that a work by Philolaus 
was quoted in times much earlier than the earliest date of the 
Pythagorean forgeries, such as those attributed to Ocellus and the 
Locrian Timeus. He discusses the probable contents of his Book, 
which he divides on ancient authority into three parts. These 
he supposes to have been respectively entitled, wegl xdcuov, met 
gpvozwms, megt wuyns. And these he further identifies with the 
Bacchae, a work attributed by Proclus to Philolaus, after which 
he continues as follows. ] 

Our enquiry up to this point, if the result of it is admitted, 
is more important for forming a judgment about the fragments of 
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Philolaus, than might at first sight appear: if there was only one 
work of Philolaus, whether spurious or genuine, nothing remains 
for us but either to admit all that is offered, or to reject all. 
Now what we have, is to a great extent so remarkable and con- 
tains such peculiar ideas, that no man can possibly be inclined to 
attribute it to a forger, and at the same time it perfectly coincides 
with that which, according to Plato, Aristotle, and the universal 
tradition of antiquity, must be viewed as really Pythagorean. 
With the exception therefore of some pieces of Archytas, I hold 
these fragments and extracts to be the surest remains of the Py- 
thagorean School; indeed Meiners also himself felt compelled to 
consider some few of them as genuine. Now the spirit of Pytha- 
gorism, as it appears according to the most trustworthy data, may 
be most clearly apprehended in contrast with the Tonic philosophy, 
since the Hellenic character habitually separates itself into this 
dualism of Ionic and Doric, and the difference of these races is per- 
ceivable in all that concerns life and culture. Pythagorism is the 
genuine Doric form of philosophy, and the philosophy of a people 
is nothing else than the peculiar mode of perception of that people, 
which in the deepest and most distinguished thinkers becomes 
itself the object of its own thought and explains itself to itself, 
whereas in the rest it works and creates unconsciously. On this 
account it is in philosophy on the prose side of literature that 
the popular character will always present itself most distinctly, 
as on the poetical side it will appear in lyrical art, because the 
latter springs forth most immediately from the feeling and senti- 
ment of the people. The sensuousness of the Ionians, their at- 
tachment to what is outward, their susceptibility to outward im- 
pressions, and their lively activity in this outward world, presents 
itself in their materialistic view of the origin of things and in 
the manifold vitality and restlessness of matter, upon which all 
the Ionic systems rest; they all look for the essence of things 
in matter, they more or less derive the spiritual from it and ne- 
glect the moral element. The want of the sense of unity which 
is essentially connected with this, was favourable to the atomic 
view of physical science, and Heraclitus’ doctrine, which was built 
upon strife, clearly expresses the restlessness of the Ionic nature, 
when it calls repose the death of the soul. The Doric on the 
contrary presents in comparison the aspect of an inward depth, 
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from which at the same time powerful action bursts forth, and 
of a tranquil persistence in established and almost inviolable forms, 
through which genuine Doric characters were exalted high above 
the whirl of sensuous impressions, whilst a certain inward con- 
sistency was introduced into their lives, which is not found 
in the same degree among the Ionians. In philosophy, this 
tendency of their mind displays itself in ethical endeavours, 
although they never made their way to a complete theory; but 
it especially appeared in this, that they sought for the essence 
of things not in a ground which was purely material, but in one 
that was formal and which gave to things unity and order, just as 
Pythagoras is said to.have been the first to call the world Kos- 
mos: and although Anaxagoras makes the order of the world to 
be produced through Reason, yet this thought, as Socrates has al-. 
ready observed, did not pierce at all deeply into his philosophy. 
In keeping with the peculiar character of the Dorians and even 
with their civil life, the outward appearance of the Doric philo- 
sophy took the form of a society or order, which was subject to 
a discipline and rule almost monastic, or at least Moravian, to 
which there can scarcely be found a more suitable analogy in all 
antiquity than the Spartan constitution. This organisation is united 
with depth in religion, symbolism, mysticism and ascetism, and 
moreover with the practice of music, all which formed essential 
elements of the Pythagorean mode of life; for which reason in- 
deed so early a writer as Herodotus speaks of Pythagorean or- 
gies. But to return to the ground of their speculations, the 
Tonic philosophers, though they mostly rejected the criterion of 
the senses, started from matter, which is the object of sensuous 
cognition, and then sought by reflexion to arrive at some mate- 
rial ground of all things, which ground, it must be confessed, 
some of them did not hold to be cognizable by the senses. 
From this sensuous philosophy the bound was too great and 
violent to the Socratico-Platonic, which sought for the essence 
of things in pure ideas furnished through the inward intuition, 
and the Pythagorean view was exactly that which formed the 
bridge; since the formal ground which they assumed is cogniz- 
able through that mathematic intuition, dievore, which hovers in 
the midst between the sensuous and the non-sensuous. And yet 
in its ideas they recognised typical forms of something higher, 
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though as it seems, they were unable to resolve the sense of 
these types so as to put them into clear intellectual light. Thus 
philosophy passed from a thoroughly sensuous beginning, through 
an intervening grade, to the unsensuous view of Plato, (who in- 
deed had been preceded by the sagacious but one-sided members 
of the Eleatic school, but who by the power of the Socratic cri- 
ticism had raised these partial views as well as all former views, 
through the proper limitation and modification of the one by the 
other, to the most perfect view of which the Hellenic mind was 
capable,) and the essence of things was thus sought in an ascend- 
ing scale, first in matter, then in mathematical forms, and lastly 
in ideas of the reason. 
x 8 8 ® 

2. Tegaivovra does not mean limited as some have understood 
it but démiting, what Plato in the Philebus calls wégag limit. ** 
It remains for us to consider what the Pythagorean meant by the 
limiting and the unlimited. The ancients, very naturally, thought 
of them from the numerical point of view; and in fact the limiting 
has been taken to mean unity, parity, and identity, and the un- 
limited duality, disparity, and diversity, in which sense both Nico- 
machus and Boethius clearly express themselves and with a distinct 
reference to Philolaus. ** But this view is nevertheless quite 
untenable, partly on this account that what is odd is not therefore 
necessarily to be called indefinite, because, as a determinate magni- 
tude, for example three or five, it derives a limit from unity; and 
partly because, as we see quite clearly from Aristotle, the Pythago- 
reans rather compared the even number to the indefinite; at least 
they did so in a certain sense and without reference to the definite 
magnitude of any such number. In his Physies iii. 4, he tells 
us expressly that some laid down the unlimited, dzeigov, as the 
origin of all things and he says of the Pythagoreans, al of piv 
TO w7cetgov Elva TO aotLOV. todTO yag évarohapPavousvoy xal Ux0 
Tod MEQITTOD mEQaiVdmEvoY magéxEL TOIS OGL THY amergiav, for which 
also he adduces Pythagorean testimony. ** Shall we then say 
that Philolaus by the unlimited meant the even and by the limit- 
ing meant the odd? Against this view likewise the same objection 
as before holds good, because the even also as a definite number is 
limited by unity, so that if the even is called by the Pythagoreans 
unlimited, it must have some peculiar circumstantial application. 
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But this supposition is unnecessary, since according to Philolaus 
himself, the unlimited has no number in it, for which reason also, 
since, according to him, it is only through number that we under- 
stand, nothing would be intelligible if everything were unlimited. 
On the other hand the following explanation seems to me perfectly 
satisfactory. As, according to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans held 
one to be both odd and even, and thus to contain both opposites, 
so Philolaus too set up above both these opposites a higher unity 
in which both have their roots. ** In the same way Plato in 
his Philebus sets up above the limit and the unlimited, out of 
which two the limited comes to be, the Cause as God. But 
how do the two elements proceed therefrom?—for proceed they 
must as from the Beginning of all things. I cannot conceive 
this otherwise than as follows. The highest Unity, simple Unity, 
what the later Pythagoreans and Platonists called the Monad, is 
merely One: but Unity is also conceivable as endlessly divisible, 
as the same authorities likewise remark. Through an opposition 
between the One and the Many or Indefinite, which opposition 
resides even in Unity itself, there is produced out of the highest 
Unity, which has no opposite, the twofold nature of the One and 
the Many, of the Limit and the Unlimited; and here we come 
at once to that which Philolaus means by limit and unlimited. 
By the former he meant the One or, as the ancients express it, 
the Same, by the latter the Many or the Different. And of these 
two the former has the more affinity with the highest Unity. These 
opposites are the constituents of all that is produced, td ysyvome- 
vov, while the highest Unity, as being that which is not produced, 
is exalted above it. For, according to Aristotle, the Pythagoreans 
held that Number is the essence of things, and things themselves, 
no less as Matter, than as the properties of Matter, or in other 
words Form. But the same author allows that the Pythago- 
reans expressly named the numbers which compose the essence 
of things, vy and a@meov, out of which two the memegacpévov 
is produced. (Aristotle Metaph. j. 5.) These same elements are 
also called Unity and the Indefinite Duality (4 ddgictog dvas). 
Under the latter the conception of diversity or plurality simply is 
represented, and the definite number Two only accrues to it by 
a limitation bestowed by Unity. ** 
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[After this Béckh proceeds to shew that the next step in 
Philolaus’ work must have been to describe the evolution of the 
world out of the two opposite elements, and he quotes a passage 
given below (Kalb xavtaw ya wav x. t. &.) in which the elements are 
divided in the same manner as numbers. He supposes that he 
must have then proceeded from the combination of odd or even 
to that of harmony, because all the chief ratios of harmony [1 : 2, 
2:38, 8:4, 8:9, 248: 256] consist of an even and an odd 
number; and he supposes that Philolaus meant by harmony the 
result of reconciled opposites, and attributes to him the following 
passage in Nicomachus, for yag ceuovia molumtyéay Evooig nab 
Oye Poovedytmy ovugeaers (of the Doric nature of which passage 
I entertain strong doubts). 

The last extract-which will be given is of great importance 
for the understanding of more than one passage in Plato and is 
the beginning of a very learned disquisition upon the music of 
the ancients. | 

In the immediate sequel of the former passage [he refers to 
the passage given below, beginning Iegi 62 pvotos—] which sequel 
we shall presently quote, one is surprised by the phenomenon, 
that Philolaus’ harmony is nothing else than the octave, but there 
is no objection on the side of usage to this interpretation, since 
the ancients called the octave “harmony”, as Aristotle does (see 
Plutarch’s treatise on Music: but it is precisely in this that we 
find the explanation of the Pythagorean view of the harmony of 
the Universe in general, and especially of the mode in which the 
composition of the world was conceived to have been effected out 
of the opposite elements of the limit and the unlimited; for Unity 
as we have seen is limit, while the Unlimited is the indefinite 
duality, which becomes definite duality when the measure of Unity 
has been twice introduced into it. Thus then the limitation is 
given through the measuring of duality by means of Unity, that 
is by laying down the ratio of 1:2 which is the mathematical 
ratio of the octave. The octave therefore is harmony itself, through 
which the opposite elements are reconciled; and every reasonable 
man must confess that there is a deep perception contained in 
this, since the unity of the One and of the Diverse (&ggov) or 
Many (7odda,) which Plato in his Doctrine of Ideas has presented 
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in a dialectic form, and the conception of which was one of the 
chief problems of Greek philosophy, is here expressed by mathe- 
matical symbolism. ** The magnitude of harmony, says Philolaus, 
is cudkeBo nat Ov dgeav. XvddeBy is the old name of the Fourth, 
because it is the first combination of concordant tones, mzoewry 
Guys POoyyav Guupavearv. Ar dav is the Fifth, because it 
comes after the Fourth in the ascending scale. Now as a fourth 
and a fifth comprise the octave, since 3:4 with 2:3—1: 2, 
as we see from these numbers 2.3.4, Philolaus says that ovi- 
AaBa nat dS? dkeay is the magnitude of harmony, because 2: 4 
is harmony, 2:3 is 6¢ d&€edv, and 8:4 is ovlAoBe. But the Fifth 
is greater than the Fourth by the interval of a tone which is 
8 : 9, as the following numbers shew, 6.8.9. For 6: 8 is the 
Fourth, 6:9 is the Fifth, and the difference is 8:9 or the tone. 
And now to prove the truth that the Fifth is greater than the 
Fourth by the tone, he states the position of the Fourth and Fifth 
in the octave, for in the ascending scale, there is from the uzaty 
to the uwéoy a Fourth, but from the wéon to the vijry a Fifth. 
(See the fragment beginning “Aguoviag 62 péyefos.) 
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¥. A ~ 
nadumegsyouevov. Tod 6 8 dupotéocv tovtwv, tov wiv ast PZovt0¢ 
“Gelov, tod Of cet pwEetaBaddovtog yevvatov, xoguos. Ad nab xodds 
dyer déyev ndonov jus evéoyeray aldiov Geo te nal yevéotog xata 
GuvaxohovBiay tag weraBlatixag muciog: nal 6 piv &o cael Oropsver 
nate tO abtd nal woattas Fyov, ta O& pryvdmeva xa pPsrgoueve 
¥ ~ ~ 
moda. Kal ro wiv pGogd dvta nal pice xara wogpas cw@terar, tH 
ieee, ‘ - 
youd mah tov adtay pooper dnoxaPictavta tH yevvysaver matége 
‘ a 
nat dymroveyg. 


> ~ U 4 ; s 
Ex tov @rhodcov THegi Kéouov. Stob. Eel. Phys. i. 21, 7. 
? id A 2 z 
‘Avoyna va svta eluey navte 7 megaivovta, ¥ amen, 7 megat- 
- 
vovTa TE Kat Omega’ cma OE wovoy ov xa sin. “Emel tolvuv gal- 
verar ovr’ 2x megaivdvtmy mavtov gdvta, ovr 2 dnélgav mavtor, 
~yl ? 
Ojdov évt’ dow Ore gx megawdvtoy te xal amslowmv 6 te xOGMOS Kat 


* ie, Omodoyety. 
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ta ay wird cvvagudyon. Andoi d2 xat ra ev toig Loyors: ta pty 
yao avtav &x xeguivovtov, megalvovta, ta 0 2% megowvovtmv te nat 
arelowv negeivovta te xol ov megaivovta, ta O° 8 dméigny amon 
pavéovrat. 

Kat mevra yo pov te yryvacnopever covdpov eyovts. ov yag oiov 
te ovdiv obte vonOjuev ovtE yas tijusy avev tovta. "O ya pay 
agrduog Byer vo pév iia edn, mequccdy ual agtiov, teltov dé an 
cupotéony miytévtov, aetiomégiccov. ‘Exatégw 63 ta Hideo wodhat 
poopal, ag Exacroy attavto tdnuaiver. Teg 6& pvatog nab cguovias 
ade Byers a wiv sora tav meayparav aidiog Focu xol avtd move, 
prog Peia evtt xab odu avGoaunivay evdéyeror yvaowv, mhav yo ort 
ody oldy v Hg ovSert tev Bdvt@v nel yyvacnoudvar vy’ dudy ys- 
yevnoFar, un Umagyoloag tag eotods tév mouyydtav 2 dy cuvésta 
rf xOoHOE , Kal THY wEQaLVOVtOY KxuL TOY aEigwy. “Emel O& ee do- 
al tmaeyov ovy Spine ovd ouopvior Foca, 4dn advvarov Ag xo 
adtoig moony einen, ad un denovie Eneyévero, @ tive Hoe Teo dyé- 
veto. To piv ov dmoro noi ouopvia aguoviag ovdév éxedéovro, ta 
63 cvouore wnds dpopvda pndé icotehH dvayna te toradte domovic 
GuynexdsioGar, ab wéldover év xoouo xatéyeoDuu. 

Aouoviag d3 wéyeGdg evi cuddoBo nat Ov okay. To O& Ov dgeay 
usifov tag ovddaBdc écoyddw. “Evth ydg dwo dmatag é¢ wécov cvi- 
AaBa, and d& wécug worl vecray dv dkeav, ano OE veatag é¢ toitay 
GubdaBa, &md d2 toitag é¢ inatav Ov okay. To 68 dv uéow pécas 
nab toitac éoydoov. ‘A di cvkdaBa: émitgrtov, to 63 Or okeiav qusd- 
tov, t0 Oud wacav O63 dimloov. Ottwg donovia mévte éxoydow xat 
duo diécieg, Ov kee J tol’ emdydow nal Slecrg, GvddaBa dS? dv’ 
éndydow nal diectg.—. 


Platonis Timeus, 35 a. 
Tis dpegisrov nol deb xara tavra éyovens ovolas, nob ti av 
megh To Comore yryvouevys Meguorie, telzoy éé aampory dy wécw Guve- 
HEQUOUTO obolag eidos, tiig 68 tadtod prcews av moégn nat tig Gaté- 


* 
gov* xara tadta. Kat gvvéorncev dv wéom tov te duegods avray 


HOL TOD HOTA TH GOWATH MEQLOTOY. 


* Commonly Satépov. Kal tatd tat- 
ta. I have altered the text according 
to the evident requirement of the sense. 
The passage itself has been appended 
as serving to illustrate the mépac in the 

Platonis Philebus. 


‘ 
Kat toia hoeBov dvre wdta cuve- 


Philebus. The soul of the world is the 
mépag of the whole and of all its parts; 
and we here see that this soul partakes 
of the opposite dpyat, TO Ev xal tauTey 
and Té &metpov xa Idtepov. 


10 
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negdcato els plav morta Wéav, tv Garéeov prow Svouxtov ovcav 
slg tabrov Evyaguortay Big. 


> ~) , > » . 
Ex tov -Aoydtov megi “Agywr. Stob. Eel. i. 35, 2. 
2 UY 1 , 2 \ x ~ ” 4 4 , 
"Avayna “eb dvo aoyes nusy taY OvtOY, wley wév Tay CUGTOIylaY 
Zyoisav tév tetoeypévov nol dgrotav, Erégav 68 tav Gvororziay Byor- 
~ LA 2 - \ Ni 4 ‘ bY 4 2, 
Gav TOY atextov xob dogistwv. Kal tov pv Oytav nat Aoyoy zyou- 
Gav nal te govra dpoiws cuvéxev, nal ta wn Zdvee dgifev nat ovv- 
~ , ~ 
raccev* mhotiafovoay yoQ aét toig ywvomévois EvAoyas xal evevduas 
> + ~ \ ~ > >? \ 4 y 4) 
dvayey tadta nal to x08 Choo ovoiag te nab idéag petadidopev’ trav 
> 0 \ y+ 4 ‘ t Lt 4 & 
0 choyov xal doeyntov wat ta ovvtetoyuéva Avuolvecor nal ta eg 
yéveotv O& nal dciav mogayiwousve Orodvev, mhatrafovony yao wel 
~ , ? ~ > , > ? J 2 y’ 3 4 
toig monypocw eouodvy avravrg. “AlN éxeimeg deyot dvo xara 
yévog cvtiOtogovmevon te Modypata TYyYevOYTL, TO tav wiv wyaFo- 
x 5 
moLov tav O yuEev xoxomoly, avayna xob Svo Adyous Nuey, TOY mev 
Eva tag ayatonord piciog, tov 0 Ba tas xoxowold. Ate tovto xal 
to téyve Kab to pice yryvousve Osi tovTMY mEatOV wEtEhnpér, Tas 
TE mogpots xal tag ovcias. Kal & wiv moepw zor & aitia tov 
tddE TL Hue’ of OF GEL TO UmoKEMevor, TaQAdEYOMEVOY TAY HOE~E. 
Oise 6 tH Boi oidy te Zott woopas weteivev atta 2 adtag, ovTE 
A ‘ ~ 
nay tov woopa yevéotor megt tov woiav, ahd avayxaiov Eréoav tive 
quev altiay tov xivdcoisay tov gora THY woayuatay él tav Moga, 
tavray Of tov moatay Te Ovvaper nob xoumEgtatay nuev taV GAaY* 
dvonatecdar 8 avrav moddxe Peov wore tosic aoxas nuev yon, TOV 
te Deov, nal tov 267m taOY woayudtoY xab tev woop. Kal tov pév 
Geov reyvirav nat tov xwéovta, tav 0 gota tav vaov xal tO x1VvE—0- 
A ‘ ~ 
pevov, tav O& woope tav téyvay nal moO av xuvéerar Und tO xivéov- 
° , 9? ? \ es 
tog a éor@. “AAN émel to miveduevoy svavtiag Exvts@ Suvdwias Loxer 
\ ~ 6 aw ’ is i 
Tag TOY amkdv Couatmv, to 0 évavtia cvveguoyas tivog OeitoL xl 
e 4 2 Ul > ~ #. , 3) ’ A ¥ > 
Evooios, avayxa aovduay duvaurag xal dvedoyiag nal ta av derd- 
Hoig nal yemmergrxoig detnvvueve mooodauBavetv, & xal Gvveguocat 
» A ~ ~ ~ ~ 
not Evodcor tav évavrrorate Suvacsitar év ta éotoi tov mocyyatov 
‘ , > Pe 
mortay woopa. Kad adrav wiv yog toou a sora duogpog geri, x1- 
~ \ \ \ ~ 
vatsicn Of motrav woopa Eumogqos yiverar nal Adyov Byowda tov tas 
U e 
Guvrakios. “Owolws 8 xab to dr O xivéetor tO xivedpsvov sori tO 
, x4 > 2 U ~ s ~ 
moctoas xvéov' aor avayna tosig Husy tog doyas, tay te gored TaY 
Uy Ay , A cow ~ 
moaypatov, nal tav poepa, xal to 2 avto xivatindy xab medrov 
~ Nosy ~ x ~ 
ta duveusr. To 68 torovroy ov vdov povoy quev dei aM xo vow 
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tt xgéocov. Now 02 xgéccov goriv dmeg dvouctouey edv. “OSev qa- 
vegdv ag 6 wiv to low Adyog magi tev Sytdv nal Adyov Fyorsay quai 
gotiv: 6 63 1 dvicw megh tay doyoy xab aegntov: adra 8 gorly & 
é6rw, nal dit rodto péveoig nat pPoga yivercu meQl tavtav, nal ovx 
ave tavtag. ; 

Kant’s Anthropology, Book II. § 59. 

‘We may also explain these feelings by the effect which the 
sensation of our state produces upon the mind. That which di- 
rectly (through sense) urges me to quit my state (to come out 
of it), is unpleasant to me, it pains me. That which in like 
manner urges me to maintain it (to remain in it), is agreeable 
to me, it gives me pleasure. But we are irresistibly carried along 
in the stream of Time, and through all the changes of sensations 
involved in the fact. Now, though the quitting of one moment 
of time and the entrance into another is one and the same act 
(that of change), yet in our thought and in the consciousness of 
this change there is a succession, such as belongs to the con- 
nection of cause and effect. The question then is, whether it is 
the consciousness of quitting the present state, or the prospect of 
the entrance into-a future one, that excites in us the sensation of 
pleasure? In the former case, the delight is nothing else than 
the removal of pain, something negative; in the latter it would 
be an anticipation of something agreeable; consequently, an ex- 
pansion of a condition of pleasure, and hence something positive. 
But we may already infer, @ prior’, that the former alone can 
take place. For time carries us from the present to the future, 
and not contrariwise; and the fact that we are compelled first of 
all to quit the present, uncertain into what other we are about 
to enter, only that it ¢s another, can alone be the cause of plea- 
surable feeling. Pleasure is the sense of that which promotes life, 
pain of that which hinders it. But life (animal life) is, -as the 
physicians themselves have remarked, a continual play of the 
antagonism of the two. 

Consequently, every pleasure must be preceded by pain; pain is 
always the first. For what else would ensue upon a continual 
advancement of vital power (which, however, cannot mount beyond 


a certain degree), but a speedy death for joy? 
10* 
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Moreover, no pleasure can follow immediately upon another; 
but between the one and the other pain must have place. It is 
the slight intermissions of vitality, with intervening expansions of 
it, that together make up the healthy condition, which we er- 
roneously take for a continuously-felt state of well-being; whereas 
in fact this condition consists only of a succession of pleasurable 
feelings, following each other with alternations,—that is, after con- 
tinually intervening pain. 

Pain is the stimulus of activity, and in activity we first be- 
come conscious of life: without it an inanimate state would ensue. 
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ADDENDA. 


My friend Mr £, R. Horron, who has most kindly undertaken 
the laborious task of superintending the edition of this work, has 
sent me some important suggestions as to the text of the first 
sheet. In the passage (12, a) he is inclined to read* rovvavtiov. 
I have more than once had the’ same suspicion, but suppressed it 
through fear of being taxed with the love of unnecessary changes. 
But I am now convinced that the construction of the sentence 
imperatively requires the alteration proposed. The contrary in- 
tended is not 4 contrary to the main part of the sentence, xv- 
og av eins, but only to the subordinate phrase tijg a. 2. opo- 
doyiag. The alternative is not between being xvgiog, and not 
being xvgog, but between being xvgrog of the agreement and 
xve.og of the disagreement. 

p- 18, 8. Mr Horron reminds me of Dr W. H. Txompson’s 
conjecture évogdv in place of évdv. But my note will shew why 
I cannot assent to this conjecture. Protarchus is not, and cannot 


* [My later view of the expression 4 xat tovvavtloy is that it is a trouble- 
some interpolation. In order that the argument may proceed, there must be 
an Spohoyla between Socrates and Protarchus. Cf. Stopohoynow pera xar tdde. 
tay ottws Spohoyoupeva, pare, 7} md¢; (11, D, E and also 20, c). tottov tolyuy 
tov Adyov Ett waAAOv SU Guodoylas BeBarworsueSa. (14, c). The question is 
how far Protarchus may go to meet Socrates, since the conduct of the discussion 
belongs to the latter. But this question is one for himself, not Philebus, to 
decide. Yet Philebus by his profession of unalterable faith in his goddess, not 
for the present only but for the future also, Soxet Kal Sdéfe. (for so the MSS. 
read), is endeavouring to prejudice him, even whilst in the same breath he 
ackowledges his freedom of judgment, avtd¢ yvdoet. With this implied inter- 
ference Protarchus accordingly twits him. ‘Now that you have resigned your 
brief to me, your rights of dictation are over.”—St. Paul’s expression in 2 Cor. 
i, 245 ovy Ott xuptevouey Udy tH¢ mlotews is closely analogous. The word 
dpodoyla itself may be illustrated from the same Epistle (ix, 18). d0&&fovtes 
tov Oedv enk tH Umotayh tio cmoroylag Uusdv elg td eda isliey oe 
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be, asked to shew why he calls a// pleasures good, for Socrates 
assumes already that he looks upon some as bad; but he is 
challenged to point out any further ground of likeness between 
them beyond that indicated by their common name of 7dovai. As 
this is the only question which can be asked him without clashing 
with the rest of the argument, cyaov efyor is a manifest inter- 
polation. But if we omit dyaOdv elvor, mgocayogevers is neces- 
sarily to be construed with ri tadtdv évdv: else it would be 
without any government at all. For I do not suppose that any 
person will have recourse to such an intolerable ellipsis as the 
following: ti tavrov évogdy, 1. 74. (todt0) moocayogeverg; Apart 
from this I ey much doubt whether a good Greek prose writer 
would say, évoom zy oot tovto, without adding some paraople: 

p. 14, vp. Read: éwel undé [ra tordde,] Otav tog x. v. &. 

p. 17, vp. évovra nadn yryvoweve. “Is not one of these 
de trop?” E.R. H. 

Most assuredly, and I thank my friend for this fresh instance 
of what I have before pointed out as a peculiar feature in these 
supplements. The word éveivo: under various forms has occurred 
several times in this sense, and it is therefore no wonder that 
some sciolist should insert évovte without troubling himself to 
look further on, where he would have found yiyvoueve. Or per- 
haps he merely meant it as a note and had no intention of dis- 
turbing the text; but if so, and if this is to be the explanation 
of the many similar passages, this would shew the extent to 
which the copyists must have gone in blindly copying what they 
found in the Margin, as if it had been accidentally omitted in 
the body of the text, and afterwards supplied in the blank space, 

M’ Horron also mentions two conjectures made by English scho- 
lars on this passage. I will briefly state my objections to each of 
them. It is proposed to read uadys for xv. Now we do not 
want a verb, for AcSyg may be easily conceived to run through 
the whole passage; and if we wanted one, it could not be pa- 
Ons, for wavSarve tadte yyvoueve is not such a construction as 
one will find in any good prose author. But we do want xan, 
because otherwise toredra would imply dractnpate, a word not 
applicable to rhythm and metre. Indeed there is no word so ap- 
plicable, and for that very reason Plato employs the more general 
term ody. 
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It is also proposed to read évvojjg, but to this there are two very 
strong objections. In the first place Gtav AaByg ... nal cpo— 
would certainly need évvonons, and in the next place the altera- 
tion runs counter to the whole arrangement of the sentence, and 
cannot be reconciled with yee, which can stand where it now is 
only on the condition that it belongs to the clause immediately 
following the parenthesis; whereas this change would make the 
parenthesis end at éxovouegev. Indeed the true balance of the 
sentence is lost by any such change; for whereas Plato might have 
arranged his clauses thus: The men of old have taught us (A) the 
power of number in Music and Rhythm, and have directed us 
(B) to-look for the same power in all deg, and so whenever you 
learn A, (AcBys), or detect B, (Ans), copog éyévov—, he thought fit 
to introduce the first part of this sentence in a kind of running 
parenthesis alongside of the second. By reading évvojjg you de- 
stroy the antithesis between what the ancients taught (xol ama 
évvoeiv %. t. €.) and what we are counselled to do in order to get 
Gopia, (Otay t cAko——Fing,) and you put a tautology in its place. 

The reader will observe that the contrast between AcBys and 
ing is a real one, but that between coos éyévov and zugowy 
yéyovag is a very paltry verbal variation, where no real contrast 
can take place, for while there is a difference between the man 
who is taught and the man who discovers, there is none in the 
method or in its result. 

As here we have a foolish variation between éyévov and yéyo- 
voc, so in Euthyd. 287, 8, we have a verbal antithesis between 
the present, which is correct, and the future, which is quite in- 
appropriate. Otro Kedvog ei, Gore & tO mowtoy eimopuev viv cve- 
piwvyone, nat ef te wéovewy eixov [+ viv dveuvysdyjoe]. I referred 
to this passage in my Letter (page m), but inadvertently put the 
branch of spuriousness upon the wrong part of it. 

But before I leave the Euthydemus, I would fain point out some 
other false supplements which have occurred to me quite recently 
in lecturing upon that Dialogue. 

274, v. [rv duvapw tig sopias). 

276, B. Read éogvBycay for avePoguBysar. 

277, v. [xoraBolor’]. 

281, a. [rav d&yadv] and [r0 dofa¢ mécr toig tovovcors yor 
6901] The genitives wlovtov etc. are governed by sjyoupévy. 
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281, c. [peddov’. 

282, aands. This is one of the places where from not per- 
ceiving the interpolation I was led into a wroug mode of re- 
storing the syntax. Read: Kot mugd satodg ye dijnov tovr’ oldus- 
vov dsiv petahauBavery wohv waddov 4 yonuata, xab wag énitedroy 
nol pihov, tov t Gov not tov pacxovtwy ~oactay eivat, xal &é- 
vov nol mwokitav, Seomevov nal ixetevovta copiag petadiddvat ovdiv 
aisygdv obd8 veuésytoy driody Uangsteiv tov xohdv Umygetnucter, 
noeoFuuovmEevov Gopor yevéodu. This is as elegant a sentence as 
any in Plato, and a model of symmetry without formality. The 
foolish writer who supplied 20éhovta has not only destroyed the 
construction, but has caused another to bolster it up with the 
clumsy contrivance of fvexa rovtov vangeteiv nal Sovdevev xat 
ggacti nat navti dvtoanm. 

282, vp. Read: ofov émdiud tov mootgentixndy Adyov sivas. 

But the most impudent attempt at improving the text occurs in 
284, B. The Sophist wishes to prove Sr: ovdelg Adyer tow} Ovte, 
and this he does by bringing Ctesippus to admit the following 
propositions. 1, ta wa dvta ovx Zor. 2. to wy dvta ovdelg av 
mouncerev. 38. of Aéyovteg mocttovci tL. 4. of meattovteg molovol. 
5. of Aéyovteg motover, 6. of Agyovtes ta uy Svta, moLoiey av ta 
uy Ovta, todto O8 wuoddyntar advvatov sive. 

From this it follows that the words "Addo 1 ovv ovdcmod ro ye 
wy ovta Ovte éoriv; Ovdauot. are quite foreign to the argument, 
and were probably invented to give some force to év t@ dima: 
and likewise that Euthydemus’ question is simply this: "Eorv ovv 
Omws TA (41) OYTO WOLNGELEY AY xAL OGTLGODY; 

This quite throws into the shade such minor invasions as 297, ¢, 
apiyuévo, 298, v, Bodiwy or xwBlwv, 302, B, Zpevydv te, 290, B, 
Tovto O av Fyoevavetas, and tovtorg @ Ejoevoay, (for wd Oy- 
eevomvtat read either yegw@owvrar or Pygacwrta.) 278, v, olov 
aird vnolauBavw, and a score of others, in which I cannot with 
certainty include 802, p, ool [@eo/], as this may arise from a two- 
fold reading COI and @OI, but in 308, zB, the words &6® dyo- 
Aoysiv—somovs, are so manifestly a false interpretation of ovT@ 
dtsté9yv, and so completely spoil what immediately follows, that 
they can be nothing but a deliberate forgery. 

There are others which are yet upon their trial, such as the 
following, 807, a, dor’ obx 2ym Snag mootoémm tO mergdxtov ext 
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pthocopiay. Crito’s faith in philosophy is already shaken by 
Isocrates’ sneer, and by his own impressions about these Zgu6tixol. 
Otherwise Socrates’ exhortation not to care about the men, but 
to look into the thing itself, is altogether idle. His embarassment 
is Owor mgotgény 10 weigexiov, mdtegov meds qiocoglay 7 QOS 
who tw énirydevua. 

I will end this digression wizefa mea cadendo. To make the 
question tally with the answer in 304, 8, I formerly edited éme- 
paivovto, but this is applicable only to yywmas, and by no means 
the right word to use of the displays of the Sophists. But the 
question is rightly given in the received text: ti ovv épaivovtd 
cot, “well, what did you think of them”? The answer however is 
corrupt, and interpolated after its corruption. I believe the true 
reading to be: Ti 0 dAdo, 4 0’ 0g, 4 St mee del Oy tg taVv ToOLOv- 
tov, Angovytav xal meg ovdévog dklwv dvatiay cxovdyy movovpe- 
vov; “What else should they look like but what every one of 
the men of their class at all times looks like, a class of triflers 


ete.” 





p. 16, £. rére 8 Seiv] For téte & WSn, the reading of most MSS., the 
Bodl. gives téte Sx Set. For the Bodl. Sct, deity has been substituted in 
the text. 

p. 17, EB. AAdyov] The meaning of ¢Adyepov and that of évaprSpov are 
so nearly the same, that one is tempted to suspect either that the former word 
is a later addition, or that Plato must have justified the twofold expression 
by a twofold reason; namely, by writing, ét’ ovk eds Adyov, ovd’ cig dprdpdv 
ovddva ... dmtSdvta. But, as the importance of mépa¢ is uppermost in the 
writer’s mind, any addition to épt3udg weakens the effect which he wishes to 
produce. For this reason I look upon the words xat odx €\Adyysov with some 
suspicion. It may be said, in answer to this, that Adyo¢ and dotSpydc are by 
no means equivalent, and that Shakspeare illustrates the difference when he 
says that certain offences “stand more for number than account”, and that the 
Tragic dprSyd¢ &AAwe and the Horatian ‘Nos numerus sumus’ shew that dpt3- 
wos is rather the antithesis of Aéyo¢ than its equivalent. But in this passage 
who can doubt that the idea which évdpeSyo¢ presents is identical with that 
presented by édAdytog? Then why was it introduced? 

p. 18, A. todroy, ds epapev] The Books read qapev. But Socrates is 
comparing a past observation with a present one, and for this reason uses 
AdBor with the former, and dvayxaoty with the latter, according to the com- 
mon rule as to the optative and subjunctive moods. 

p. 18, A. ae] I have substituted this for the Sef of the MSS., to accord 


with AdBor and &payev. 
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p- 18, B. pi évl K+. &] I have placed the absurd supplement py ént 
to &y x. t. & in brackets, but there is still something amiss, and any body 
trying to correct it must be guided by the illustration presently offered in the 
discovery of the Alphabet. We want Set or some equivalent to accompany 
xatavociy, and we require that mAyj%o¢ should have number, i.e. be definite, 
and not that number should have m\¥jJos, which every number above one has 
in any case. It is not improbable that Plato wrote dprSudv av twe wijSo¢ 
&xactov Eyov xatavociy AET. 

p. 18, B. *Era8Si [poviv & «.]] Unless we reject the words g. a. x. 
as a supplement of some expounder, we have a mass of words without any 
construction, and furthermore a statement which Plato could not have made. 
The word xatavoety implies that the discovery has already begun, but there 
is no act tov xatavoety in acknowledging the existence of @wvyj, nor indeed 
of any object while still in its indefinite state; so that pwviv &metpoy xata- 
vosty is a contradiction in terms. The first stage of discovery is xatavoety ta 
Muwvyjevta. 

p- 18, B. Aé€ywv, wpGros] I retract my former conjecture of A¢yw oc, and 
hold Oc, the reading of most MSS., and oc, that of the Bodl., to be mere gram- 
matical attempts to give coherence to that which the above named supplement 
had thrown out of gear. 6. Adyo¢ Adyet is perfectly good Greek, but the pas- 
sage from the Republic 360, D, affords no example of it. We ought there to 
read 6 Umtp tov totovtou Adyou Adywy, “the advocate of this view.” For mpo- 


Tog Th Pwvijevta, read mpdra tv. o. i.e. “Yirst the Vowels, then the Mutes, after 
that the Liquids.” 





[p. 19, D. Td mporpyOyodpevov sp0ds [&. 4. y']] The interpolation here is 
similar to that in 11, B. 

p. 22, pd. airupped” &v] atttov and etvar have been put in brackets, the 
sense and construction being complete without them. 

p- 23, D. mpds tots tpirty] Here as well as below in 26, E, the article 
has been inserted without the authority of the MSS. 

p. 24, c. dvénynods p’] The pronoun pe is wanting in the MSS. 

p. 27, E. [rhv airlav,] ds tk. trepov dv] tiv aitlav is here bracketed, as 
being an obvious marginal gloss. Nine lines above, ytyvdjevov has been dealt 
with in the same way and for the same reason. 

p. 44, A. elrep xwpls] The Editor has omitted to state his reasons for 
bracketing tod jx) AumetoSae xal tod yalpew. He has evidently regarded the 
clause as a gloss on Exatépov. An alternative correction of the sentence might 
be proposed, viz. ro retain the bracketed words and cancel Exatépov. 


E. R. H] 
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p. 14, D.  éwel pnBt ra rowdSe] I have tried to make excuses for this 
phrase, and to explain the whole passage as it stands. “But I cannot recon- 
cile myself to the text for many reasons. (1) Though we may say avy wpa 
yea} deiy EntecIar tév towvtwy, we cannot say tadta ovyywpettat pr} dety 
dnreota: aitéy, and still less &nreoSae tHv toovtey. (2) ovyxeyopnpeva 
goth is not the same as Owodoyertan, and cannot mean that we admit something 
concerning certain things, but that the things themselves have been given up, 
admitted to be true, because we wish to get rid of them and their propounders. 
(3) The words ux} Seiv t. t. EnteoSar sever Und nevtwv from the rest of the 
clause and from the participle inokayBavévtwy, which is a great offence against 
elegance. (4) UnoAauBavovrwy needs an accusative, such as avté or some equi- 
valent. (5) éxel pndSt is only appropriate when a preceding assertion is up- 
held a@ fortiort on the ground of a statement which follows. But Socrates’ in- 
stance is neither weaker nor stronger than those of Protarchus, but « mere 
addition of something akin to the foregoing. (6) There is no good defence 
to be made of pmdd, unless we read rév totoUtTwy, and even then the sen- 
tence is rendered very clumsy by the intervening nadapisdn x. T. &, which 
separate mr) Seiv from pyd¢. These grounds lead me to the conelusion that 
the passage is interpolated by some one, who not understanding the artificial 
turn of the sentence, supposed it to be suffering from some omission. If we 
leave out wr Seiv tdv tocovtwy anteodae and ened pndé, ta Todd becomes 
the accusative to UmohapBavevtwy ylyvecSat, and gives a kind of unexpected 
addition to Socrates’ speech. This contrivance was adopted in order to intro- 
duce an additional example of Ev xa) moka, without resorting to a tedious 
and formal introduction of new matter. 

p. 24, B. In my former edition I left dvéyvnoas, as I found it, without 
an object. But it may be doubted whether we should read, "ADA ev ye or 
"AMY ev re, Ev ye as a mere exclamation is well known; but here ev is an 
adverb joined with two verbs, and it does not begin the sentence. I am de- 
cidedly in favour of ev te. 

p- 27, B. I am responsible for tiv attlay appearing in brackets. The 
reason of this is obvious; but it is not quite so obvious why I have preferred 
A¢ywpey, according to which reading S25\wpevov should have been followed by 
a mark of interrogation, to A¢youey which is the reading of the Bodleian. The 
passage as I have printed it is far from satisfactory; and I have great mis- 
givings about this double question and answer, and fear that this ’ywpev, or 
Aéyouev, is a mere Will o’ the wisp, which has led me into a false conjecture. 
For if this word is a gloss, we see at once why the oldest MS. has nothing 
to correspond to it in the answer, whereas the revisor of some later copy would 
see that it must have an answer, and so one gloss would beget another. If 
we continue the structure of the preceding speech Ovxoby td pév ytyvomeva xat 
E av ylyvetan ndvta td tela napéoyeto qpiv yévn—the natural sequel would 
be Td 8 8 névta tadta Snytovpyovv to téraptov (sc. mapdyetat yuiv yévoc) 
w&>¢ Etepov x... To this Protarchus needs only to answer with the Bodleian, 
“Etepov yao ovv.—"Qote Und coplac ZaSov odSky elrady. 

p. 62, BE. et 8é ye kal—kal viv 84] viv only admits of one xal, and the 
other is a mere repetition occasioned by the interrupting sentence. But if the 
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second xal is superfluous, 31 is something worse, for whether we join it to 
yov or to ef, it changes the sense of either, so as to make it quite unsuitable 
to this passage. 

p. 63, B. dAAAAwv sépt] That is Exatépag tov Etépwv népt. But this is 
a very slovenly substitute, and moreover we have a most suspicious stranger 
in gpovyjceas. The plural is used for thoughts, intentions and dispositions. But 
here we want only the equivalent to vot, and therefore the singular noun. 
When Plato introduces plurality to match with the plural yoval, he speaks 
of émotyjot, matyjara or téyvar, Again auras ought to belong to povy- 
oetg as well as to ydovdg, but its place renders this impossible. As the ad- 
dress first proposed is made to pleasures only, there can be no doubt that 
xa ths Ppovyjcetc and aAdyjev mépe are as unnecessary as they are incorrect. 
I should therefore now not scruple to edit the text thus: Ovy jude, w Tps5- 
Tapye, Sepwrav yor}, tao WSovac S¢, SrarvvIavoyevove to todvde. Further 
on I can propose something better than what I offered in my note, namely, 
this: pdv odx dv ddEao%e olxeiv peta Poovijaemso mé&ons [i] ywpls tod @po- 
vetv]; “Would you refuse to dwell with any intellect whatever?’ In the answer 
to this question, it now appears to me that teddws cic Sivapty “as thoroughly 
as possible” is added, to imply that the clearer the consciousness, the fuller 
justice is done to pleasure. But taAd& te névta (or rather te T dAdo Tetvte) 
requires atrév judy in the opposite clause. Perhaps we should read, xat 
autéy tiv’ Yusy teddws ele Sivapty Exdotyy. “Any one of us, each to the 
utmost possible degree of completeness.” This use of tt¢ followed by Exactos 
can be supported by examples. 

p. 63, E. Expel Yeot. xaddmep dnadol should be taken together. The 
structure is: Omdoat yeyvdpevar xaddmep dmadol tHe Evumdons dpetijis, Evva- 
xohovtotow auth mévrn. But in the text I think that aurq is either mis- 
placed or altogether foreign. As to tty’ (Sdav autyy etval mote pavtevtdoy, 
nothing more seems wanting than the article; tla rhv t8dav autriy. He adds 
autiy to contrast the Idea itself, or the absolute Good, with the forementioned 
(relative) Good éy 1’ dv3pume xad év tod navel. 

p. 64, c. Read npoopudotepov dv. 

p. 64, D. As wricoty and ma&om cannot both be retained, which is the in- 
truder? Certainly yjrtcobv, which the seribes have repeated from above; for 
it so separates tuyoou from érwcoty that they cannot be taken together, so 
that the adverb is left to itself. Read, tuyovou dnwooty & naaa. 

p- 64, ©. It is strange that such expressions as petprdtns apeth ylyvetae 
or Evupmetota xdAdog ylyveta. should have passed so long unchallenged. Mo- 
deration cannot Become Moral xaddv or gpety, nor Symmetry Physical xdAhos, 
else they would cease to be Moderation and Symmetry. Read, petordtyte xat 
Evpperela. 

Ibid. atrots] with what? If with té petolo xal te Evjpetow, the author 
should have said tovtotc. But the Bodleian has Eavtot¢, a word often con- 
founded with éxdorows, which would yield a good sense. See 64, B. 

p. 65, A. Protarchus should have answered to \¢ywpev: but deSdrara wbv 
ovy is an answer to one of two dependent clauses dp%dtat’ av alrtacalyedta. 
This fact renders A¢ywwev o¢ very suspicious, but I question whether atté- 
oda: can govern avtyy yeyovdvat. 
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p. 65, B. Avjdov pty is not only indirect, but also bald, and quite con- 
trary to Plato’s practice. But Spw¢ 8 ov certainly belongs to the same 
speaker as "Hy tolvwy x. t. & Besides, the colour of the phrase Bedtiov te 
Ay ereEedSety is suited to the person conducting the dispute, and to no 
other. But whoever says this, must certainly have said something more; such 
as, that it is better to continue the argument in tts several particulars. Now, 
if we add xa’ Ev exaotov to BéAttov, we not only gain this improvement, 
but we are also able to remove the objection, which all must feel, to xplyvwpev 
without a case. Repeat &xaotov, and all difficulty ceases. Read: "H8y totvuy, 
6 IL, ixovdg yuty yévorr’ dv dotisolvy xpitig . 6... xa Seots. Sudo 3° 
ovv TH Adyw emeEcdSety Berttov xa Ev Exaoroy. Exactoy tolvy tov teLdv—. 

p- 66, D, Read Scapaptupdpevor. I must ask the reader to take no notice 
of my proposed change of the passage beginning Jlotoy Syj—and ending at 
Setv Adyov. The received text is correct in everything except navtedy for 
which I read névty. It should therefore have been printed thus: HPQ. Totov 
by; BQ. BdBoo. . . n&aav xat ndévry. IPQ. Ts tetrov, . . oe Cornas 
x. t & The apparent abruptness of Socrates’ answer is explained by what 
follows: Nat, té 5€ ye wetd& Todt dxovwuev. Everything in this part of the 
dialogue is intended to shew that Socrates is i haste to sum up and con- 
clude. The meaning of Protarchus’ answer is; ‘Then, when you spoke of re- 
peating a third time, it was the old argument that you meant us to repeat.” 
But although this passage is nearly correct as the MSS. present it, the same 
cannot be said of what follows: éya yap 81 KkariSav daep viv 8h SeAqAvoa, 
kal Sucxepdvas tov DidyiBou Adyov cv pdvov GAAK xal dAkewv modrderg puplav, 
elroy we x. t. & It is quite foreign to Plato’s intention to represent Socrates 
as discerning from the first the nature of the argument which he is to pursue. 
He follows the Adyo¢ whithersoever it leads him; and therefore even if a&mep 
viv 7} StekyjAvSa meant the general argument, xatwddy cannot be applied to 
it. The most that he admits afterwards is a suspicion that there might be 
other claimants to the name of Good (Umortevwv xal Aka etvat modAd). And 
now we see why the oldest Manuscript has dnep viv Sy Suoxepdvas dtedij- 
Auda, xal Suoyepdvac—. Here we find the confusion, caused by some ancient 
misplacement of Svayepavas, in its undisguised condition. But if we try to 
conceive what must have been the appearance of the text before this displace- 
ment arose, the most probable supposition is that Svayepdvac occurred where 
xattSev was afterwards contrived to fill up the place of the missing participle. 
For these reasons I propose, éyo ydp 5x Sucyepavas gnep viv dx} StedyjAvsa, 
tov DuyiBou Adyov ov pdvou, ddid xa dAhov moddaxtcpupioy x. tT & “For 
I as you know (8%) disliking the saying which I have just repeated (P0nBos 
tayadey ériSeto x. T. £.) which is the saying not of Philebus alone but of many 
thousand others &c.” 

p. 67, 4. Remove the brackets from fxavdv, and read with the inferior 
MSS. ixaveitata. I was misled by the Zurich editors, who in spite of common 
sense invariably adhere to the Bodleian MS. The play on fxavev lxavditata 
is quite in the manner of the author. 


CORRIGENDUM. 
Page 115, Line 8 (of notes). For quonam read quaenam. 





Page Line 


I, 


” 


” 


Vv; 


1 
4 
8 


” 


5. 
16. 


last. 
last. 


4 
12 (of notes) 
16 
10 (of notes) 


CORRIGENDA. 


(See also Page XXVI.) 


For nonsence read nonsense. 

For ép. &. wepeotota, read é¢. [Setv] weweploSar. See 
p-. 130. 

Correct from p. 151. 

For substitution read insertion [the Editor’s original 
word]. apetotate (ap == dvijp, apos = dv8pdc) is 
changed into dypeidtate by the <nsertion of y. 

For 1. read SQ. 

For ‘sonrce’ read ‘sources’. 

For dvapunovg read cvSpubrots. 

For txatepo read Exctepos. 


84 last but 2 (of notes) For moody read moody. 


71 
75 


5 (of notes) 
1 (of notes) 


For xal tig read xad tle. 
For Appendix read Addenda. 


92 last but 5 (of notes) For elhtxpwte read td opddpa. 
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